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RECEIVED 
BEFORE THE ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 

2005 SEP 20 P 2: 04 ,JEFF HATCH-MILLER 
Chairman 

MARC SPITZER 
Commissioner 

WILLIAM MUNDELL 
Commissioner 

MIKE GLEASON 
Commissioner 

KRISTIN MAYES 
Commissioner 

IN THE MATTER OF US WEST 
COMMUNICATIONS INC.’S COMPLIANCE 
WITH SECTION 271 OF THE 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996. 

DOCKET NO. T-00000A-97-0238 

QWEST CORPORATION’S REVISED 
APPLICATION FOR WAIVER FROM 
INDEPENDENT AUDIT 
REQUIREMENT OF DECISION NO 
64836 AND PROPOSED SCOPE OF 
AUDIT 

Pursuant the Procedural Order in this matter dated September 12,2005, Qwest 

Corporation (“Qwest”) submits its Revised Application for Waiver from the Independent Audit 

Requirement of Decision No 64836, and Proposed Scope of Audit. 

c. INTRODUCTION 

As part of its review of Qwest’s compliance with the requirements of 0 271 of the 1996 

Telecommunications Act, in Decision No. 64836 issued May 21,2002, the Arizona Corporation 

Commission (the “Commission”) found that Qwest met the requirements of Checklist Item No. 4 

relating to access to local loop transmission unbundled from local switching and other services, 

subject to Qwest passing the relevant Operations Support Systems (“OSS”) test, and subject to 

the further requirement for an audit of the loop qualification systems 18 months after -§271 

approval: 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that an audit shall be conducted by an independent 

third party selected by the Commission 18 months after approval of Qwest 

Corporation’s Section 27 1 application, of Qwest’s company records, back office 

systems and databases to determine that Qwest is providing the same access to 

loop qualification information to CLECs to which any Qwest employee has 

access.?” 

?west passed the OSS test2 on March 29,2003, leaving the post-order audit requirement as the 

mly remaining Checklist Item 4 matter from the original Arizona Section 27 1 proceeding. 

Not long after the Commission issued its order in Decision No. 64836, the Regional 

3versight Commission (“ROC”), which was separately evaluating Qwest’s OSS compliance in 

Zonnection with Qwest’s Section 271 applications in other states, issued final reports concluding 

.hat Qwest complies with the OSS requirements of Section 27 1 (the “ROC Reports”). 

In addition to the ROC Reports, considerable time and countless real CLEC transactions 

lave transpired since Decision No. 64836 was entered in 2002. Actual operational experience 

ifter $27 1 approval demonstrates that there is no need for the Loop Qual Au&t. Accordingly, 

?west filed its Application for Waiver from the post-$271 requirement for an audit of 

:ompetitive local exchange carrier’s access to Qwest’s loop qualification data (the “Loop Qual 

4udit”). 

Only one CLEC, Dieca Communications, Inc. d/b/a Covad Communications Company 

Y‘Covad’), responded to Qwest’s waiver application. Through a number of discussions between 

Zovad, the Arizona Corporation Commission Staff, and discovery conducted by the parties, it 

ias become apparent that Covad’s concern 

loop data that Covad accesses in a data file 

volve around the accuracy, due to 

is known as the Raw Loop Data Wire Center 

Decision No. 64836, page 32, lines 2-5. 
! Commission Decision No.3 66224 and 66242. 

2 
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lownload, which is a bulk extract of an entire wire center’s loop data including the most recent 

ipdates to the Loop Qualification Database (“LQDB”) on the date the extract is ~ rea t ed .~  The 

lata file is not one of the primary tools available to CLECs, by which Qwest makes available to 

ZLECs the same loop qualification information to which any Qwest employee has access. Those 

ximary loop qual tools provide up-to-date loop make up and loop qualification information. In 

:ontrast, the loop information in the Raw Loop Data Wire Center data file that Covad, for its 

3wn business purposes has determined to use, is in a “flat file,” meaning that it is a snapshot of 

oop information. Each wire center data file is refreshed on a rolling basis, in 20 business day 

:ycles. As such, on any given day, the bulk data file information may not contain the most 

:urrent information, for any given loop that was changed after the date of the last bulk extract. 

Zovad chooses to use the batch download data file as its primary method of obtaining loop make 

~p information from Qwest as a result of Covad’s own, apparently unique business preferences, 

nethods, and routines. 

Qwest has stated to Covad that Qwest’s existing hardware and software, and information 

:ethnologies systems, do not provide bulk updates to the databases more frequently than the 20 

msiness day refresh cycle, and cannot be made to do so without significant expense. Covad’s 

response is, in essence, “prove it.” The nub of the controversy between Covad and Qwest is 

Zovad’s position that Qwest can provide to Covad and other carriers up to date bulk loop make 

- ~ p  data. As Covad stated in response to Staff Data Reque~ts,~ Covad cannot be sure with 

’ Covad’s Answers to Staffs First Set of Data Requests are attached as Exhibit A. As Covad states in answer AFF 
1.6 a.: “. . . Covad would like to be able to access bulk loop qualification data at any time and on the same real time 
basis as it is available to Qwest.” ’ Covad’s Answers to Staff’s Second Set of Data Requests are attached as Exhibit B. In Covad answer AFF 2.3, 
Zovad states: 

It is Covad’s position that Qwest may be able to provide to Covad and other carriers up to date bulk loop 
qualification data. Covad cannot be sur certainty that this is in fact the case, but believes that an 
audit ‘will demonstrate one way or an0 ther Qwest can provide Covad with real time bulk loop data 
and whether Qwest currently provides itself with more up to date loop qualification data than it provides to 
Covad or other carriers. 

3 
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certainty that this is in fact the case but believes that an audit will demonstrate one way or 

another whether Qwest can provide Covad with real time bulk loop data. 

The question raised by Covad is quite narrow in comparison to the potentially large scope 

the loop qual audit could encompass. Since the frequency of updating the bulk loop make up 

data file is the central issue raised by the only party that has intervened in the waiver request, 

there have not been any requests for loop qual audits raised by Covad or any CLECs in this or 

any other state (as CLECs may do under the respective Statements of Generally Available 

Terms), and the ROC OSS Tests have demonstrated Qwest’s compliance with the requirements 

of Section 271, Qwest believes that at most, a limited audlt is all that is necessary or appropriate 

to provide a check on Qwest’s systems under Decision No. 64836. Accordingly, Qwest hereby 

revises its Application for Waiver from the independent audit requirement of Decision No 

64836. Rather than a waiver of the audit requirement, Qwest proposes an audit addressing the 

update frequency of the Raw Loop Data Wire Center data file, as more fully stated below. 

Qwest proposes a scope of audit that addresses the frequency of the updates, and the availability 

of any bulk loop make-up information by Qwest personnel. 

[I. PROPOSED SCOPE OF AUDIT 

Qwest proposes the following scope of audit: 

A. The independent third party auditor will assess the process for updating the Loop 

Qualification Database (LQDB) to verify that bulk updates to the database and therefore bulk 

updates available to Qwest personnel are no more frequent than the 20 business day refresh cycle 

experienced by Covad through its use of the Raw Loop Data Wire Center download. 

B. The assessment will include review of: 

1. existing Qwest documentation such as Qwest Information Technologies’ 

Software Component Specific 

4 4 
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2. existing Qwest procedures for scheduling and running IT jobs that execute the 

refresh of loop data in the LQDB and the creation of the Bulk RLD Wire 

Center files; 

3. existing Qwest procedures identifying the available methods for executing a 

loop qualification. 

C. At the conclusion of the assessment, the auditor will attest to: 

1. the frequency of bulk updates to the source of all loop qualificatiodmake-up 

queries, i.e., LQDB; 

2. availability of bulk loop qualificatiodmake-up information by Qwest 

personnel. 

31. DISCUSSION IN SUPPORT OF PROPOSED SCOPE OF AUDIT 

No party has brought forward any reason supporting a larger scope of audit. No CLEC 

Ither than Covad has opposed Qwest’s Waiver. No CLEC in any jurisdiction, including 

irizona, has requested an audit of Qwest’s loop qualificatiodmake-up OSS. No CLEC in any 

urisdiction has filed a complaint regarding the availability of loop qualificatiodmake-up 

nformation. The ROC OSS Tests, which were third party tests of Qwest’s OSS, provided 

ndependent confirmation that Qwest’s OSS comply with the Act. And finally, in this waiver 

iroceeding, Covad, the only CLEC that has appeared, has only expressed concerns that center on 

he bulk extract loop qual data file. More extensive auditing than that raised by the Covad issue 

s unwarranted and should be waived. 

A. ROC OSS Tests. 

The ROC is comprised of the 1 tate commissions regulating tel 

5 
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Qwest’s operating area. In connection with their evaluation of Qwest’s compliance with the 

network opening requirements of $271 of the Act, 13 of the 14 ROC member states (Arizona 

excepted) agreed to pursue the collaborative OSS testing effort, of which the ROC Test 12 and 

12.7 Reports were part.5 Overall, the ROC testing was undertaken to evaluate compliance with 

the Act, which requires Qwest to provide non-discriminatory access to operations support 

systems (“OSS”), with appropriate terms and conditions, to provide documentation and support 

necessary for CLECs to access and use those systems, and to demonstrate operational readiness 

and levels of performance. 

The Consultants delivered their Final ROC Test 12 and 12.7 Reports on May 28,2002. 

The analysis and testing conducted by KPMG and HP was detailed and robust, and resulted in a 

thorough independent evaluation of Qwest’s loop qualification tools. 

ROC Test 12.7 was designed to review “DSL loop qualification processes and procedures 

developed and employed by Qwest to support both retail and wholesale customers. “ The 

consultant focused on whether “parity exists in the design implementation, and use of Qwest’s 

Loop qualification process.”6 KPMG determined that internal process flows are consistent for 

both retail and wholesale operations and that back office systems provide consistent results for 

both Wholesale and Retail queries. KPMG further determined that the same database, the Loop 

Qualification Database (“LQDB”) is the single source for all queries, and that the back office 

The ROC Tests are more completely described as follows: 

Test 12, PRE-ORDERING, ORDERING AND PROVISIONING FUNCTIONAL EVALUATION (“Test 
12”) performed and prepared by independent consultants KPMG Consulting, Inc. (“KPMG”) and Hewlett Packard 
Consulting (“HP”) for purposes of consideration by the Regional Oversight Committee (“ROC”) of Qwest’s 
compliance with the requirements of Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The Final Report on Test 
12 is marked as Exhibit B attached hereto, and incorporated herein by reference. 

5 

Test 12.7, LOOP QUALIFICATION PROCESS EVALUATIONS (“Test 12.7”) performed and prepared 
by independent consultants KPMG Consulting, Inc. (“KPMG”) and Hewlett Packard Consulting (“HI”’) for 
purposes of consideration by the Regional Oversight Committee (“ROC”) of Qwest’s compliance with the 
requirements of Section 271 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. The Final Report on Test 12.7 is marked as 
Exhibit C attached hereto, and incorporated herein by reference. 

6 
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Application for Waiver, has raised a very n s Covad stated in its Response to 

systems provide consistent results for both retail and wholesale queries. See Exhibit C, Figures 

12.7-1 and 12.7-2. 

Through Test 12 KPMG and HP were able to evaluate the functionality and systems 

capabilities of Qwest’s OSS for Wholesale pre-order, order, and post-order processing. KPMG 

and HP submitted a variety of pre-order transactions via Qwest’s OSS interfaces. In relationship 

to the purposes of this proceeding, the most important test was “Obtain Loop Qualification 

Information (RLDQ).” See, Exhibit B, Table 12-1. HP determined, subsequent to enhancement 

of RLDQ by Qwest, that Qwest systems provide the required pre-order functionality, including 

completion of Raw Loop Data Queries by telephone number or address. See, Exhibit C, Test 

Cross-Reference 12-2- 1.  

HP found that the Raw Loop Data Query (RLDQ) enables CLECs to access raw loop 

data for Qwest facilities. The data is broken out by segment and sub-segment of the loop. The 

CLEC can perform a query for up to twenty-four customer telephone numbers. For each 

working TN, the Raw Loop Data Query displays data for the entire loop, with a section for each 

loop segment and a subsection for each sub-segment of the loop segment. Additionally, CLECs 

can perform queries by customer address for assigned or unassigned loops. For assigned loops, 

the query returns loop information for Qwest-provided TNs and CLEC UNE loops at the 

customer address. For unassigned loops, the query returns raw loop information for spare loops 

at the customer address. The Query also displays data for performing calculations and 

determining whether the loop qualifies to carry DSL service. See, Exhibit C, Test 12-A, 

92.1.1.9. 

B. The Proposed Scope of the Audit is Tailored to Examine the Question Raised bv 

Covad 

As noted above, Covad, the only CLEC that has appeared in response to Qwest’s 
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Data Request AFF 1.6 a. (Exhibit A hereto), "[Clovad would like to be able to access bulk loop 

qualification data at any time and on the same real time basis as it is available to Qwest." The 

scope of the audit proposed by Qwest will test the bulk loop qual data file update process, and 

jetermine whether data that Covad accesses is any different from that which Qwest employees 

access. 

111. CONCLUSION 

The ROC Tests 12 and 12.7, which were a detailed, robust, and thorough independent 

:valuation of Qwest's loop qualification tools, are conclusive evidence that Qwest's loop 

palification tools provide the same access to loop qualification information to CLECs to which 

my Qwest employee has access. There is no evidence that another complete audit of Qwest's 

;ysterns is warranted now. The tailored audit proposal stated above is calculated to address the 

:oncerns raised by the only party that has raised issues in this proceeding. 

For the foregoing reasons, the audit proposed herein by Qwest is reasonable, and in the 

mblic interest, and Qwest moves for an order of the Commission approving it as the scope of the 

iudit required under Decision 64836. 
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RESPECTmTLLY SUBMITTED this 20th day of September, 2005. 

QWEST CORPORATION 

A 

By: 

Corporate Counsei 
4041 N. Central Ave., Suite 1100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
Telephone: (602) 630-2 187 

ORIGINAL and 13 copies hand-delivered for 
Filing this 20th day of September, 2005 to: 

Docket Control 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 

COPY of the foregoing emailed 
this 20th day of September, 2005 to: 

Maureen A. Scott, Esq. 
Legal Division ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 95007 
Email: mscott@cc.state.az.us 

Matt Rowel1 

1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
Email: mrowell @cc.state.az.us 

I 

Ernest G. Johnson, Director 
Utilities Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMTSSION 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, AZ 85007 
Email: EJohnson@cc.state.az.us Email: danielwaggonera dwt.com 

Daniel Waggoner 
DAVIS, WRIGHT & TREMAINE 
2600 Century Square 
1501 Fourth Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98101 
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Hearing Division 
ARIZONA CORPORATION COMMISSION 
1200 W. Washington 
Phoenix, A2  85007 
Email: jrodda@cc.state.az.us 

Joan S .  Burke 
OSBORN MALEDON, P.A. 
2929 N. Central Avenue, 21" Floor 
P.O. Box 36379 
Phoenix, A2 85067-6379 
Email: jsburke @omlaw.com 

Scott S. Wakefield 
RUCO 
11 10 West Washington, Suite 220 
Phoenix, A2  85007 
Email: swakefield@azruco.com 

Michael Patten 
ROSHKA, HEYMAN & DEWULF 
400 E. Van Buren, Suite 900 

Email: mpatten @rhd-law .com 
Phoenix, A2 85004-3906 

Brian Thomas 

223 Taylor Avenue North 
Seattle, WA 98109 
Email: brian.thomas @twtelecom.com 
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Harry L. Pliskin 
COVAD COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY 
7901 Lowrey Boulevard 
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Email: hpliskin @covad.com 

Jeffrey Crockett 
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Email: jcrockett@swlaw.com 
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800 Connecticut Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20006 
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Thomas F. Dixon 
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Email: thomas.f.dixon@wcom.com 

Michael M. Grant 
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Phoenix, AZ 85016-9225 
Email: michaelgant @azbar.org 

TCW @gknet.com 

Mark DiNunzio 
COX COMMUNICATIONS 
20402 North 29" Avenue 
Phoenix, A2 85027-3 148 
Email: mark.dinunzio @ cox .com 

Joyce Hundley 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
Antitrust Division 
1401 H Street N.W., Suite 8000 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
Email: joyce.hundley @usdoj .gov 

Raymond S .  Heyman 
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400 N. Van Buren, Suite 800 
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Thomas H. Campbell 
LEWIS & ROCA 
40 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, A2  85007 
Email: tcampbel @lrlaw.com 
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1200 West Washington Street 
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Email: ckempley@cc.state.az.us 

COPY of the foregoing mailed 
this 20th day of September, 2005 to: 

Andrew 0. Isar 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS 
ASSOCIATION 
P.O. Box 470 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Richard M. Rindler 
Morton J. Posner 
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3000 K Street NW, Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 

Mark N. Rogers 
EXCELL AGENT SERVICES LLC 
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Washington , D .C .2W3 6 

Jon Loehman 
Managing Director-Regulatory 
SBC TELECOM INC. 
300 Convent Street, Suite 1900 
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759 Folsom Street, Room 2159 
San Francisco, CA 94107-1243 

Timothy Berg, Esq. 
FENNEMORE CRAIG 
3003 N. Central Avenue, Suite 2600 
Phoenix, AZ 95016 
Email: tberg@fclaw.com 

Diane Bacon, Legislative Director 
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF 
AMERICA 
5818 N. 7TH Street, Suite 206 
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Mark P. Trinchero 
DAVIS, WRIGHT & TREMAINE 
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AFF 1.6 Pertaining to Covad’s statement on page 3 of its May 1 1,2005 filing - “Qwest 
provides a real time tool for its own use but not to it its wholesale customers. 
This is blatantly discriminatory.”: 
a. Please provide explicit examples of when Covad was prohibited from 

using Qwest’s real-time, loop qualification tools. 
b. Please provide explicit examples of when Covad, or any wholesale 

customer, has been discriminated against by Qwest. 
c. Please cite and provide any documentation stating that Covad or any 

CLEC is prohibited from using Qwest’s real-time, loop qualification tools. 

ANSWER 

a. Covad understands that Qwest is able to provide to Covad and other carriers gg& 

date bulk loop qualification data (i.e., real time bulk data). Qwest does not presently 

make this data available to Covad. Rather, Qwest provides bulk loop qualification data to 

Covad on a rolling basis only and, consequently, the data may not be accurate with 

respect to a particular loop. Hence, as Covad stated in its response, when Covad 

evaluates this kind of bulk data, it oRen receives a false negative or false positive with 

regard to a particular loop. 

In order to resolve this matter with Qwest, Covad would like to be able to access 

bulk loop qualification data at any time and on the same real time basis as it is available 

to Qwest. At a minimum, Covad would like to be able to access bulk loop qualification 

data at any time and would like Qwest to update such data at least once per week 

- (although daily would be prefmble) so that it is as close to ‘real time’ information as 

possible. Covad will then be able to analyze this data using its own computer program to 

determine if a loop is qualified. Covad can run this program quickly and at minimal cost. 

Qwest does have loop qualification tools that use: real time data but these tools 



Covad cannot use these tools to analyze loop data on a bulk basis. Rather, Covad is 

presently required to query the web based tool thousands of time each month. Doing so 

is burdensome, time consuming and expensive. 

b. Covad objects to this data request because it is overly broad in scope. This data 

request seeks information outside the scope of Qwest's petition for a waiver of a loop 

qualification audit. The question whether Qwest has "discriminated" against Covad in 

some general way (outside the context of the loop qualification process) does not relate to 

whether Qwest should be required to conduct a loop qualification audit. Moreover, 

providing an answer to this question will not advance resolution of the matter. For these 

reasons, Covad does not provide an answer to this request. 

c. See Covad's answer to data request 1.6.a. 

AFF 1.7 

ANSWER 

PIease explain if and how Covad uses the ADSL Loop Qualification Tool'. 

Covad resorts to utilizing this tool when the bulk download raw loop information is not 

up to date. 

AFF 1.8 

ANSWER: 

Covad uses this tool only after an order has been incorrectly accepted based on the 

Please explain if and how Covad uses the Raw Loop Data Tools*. 





12. Test Results: Pre-Ordering, Ordering and Provisioning (POP) Functional Evaluation 
(Test 12) 

I. 0 Description 

The POP Functional Evafuation was a comprehensive review of the functional elements of Pre- 
Ordering, Ordering, Provisioning, Pre-Order/Urder Data Integration, and an analysis of Qwest’s 
performance in comparison to its Retail systems. The objective of this test was to validate the 
existence, hctionality, and behavior of Qwest interfaces and processes required for Pre- 
Ordering, Ordering, and provisioning transaction requests and responses. The POP functions 
tested were also validated against Qwest documentation that specifies those functions that are 
and are not available within the Qwest Operation Support Systems (OSS). 

For this evaluation, KPMG Consulting was responsible for the administration of the testing 
process. Hewtett-Packard Consulting (HPC), which held the role of a pseudo-Competitive Local 
Exchange Carrier (P-CLEC), established the processes, systems, and facilities required to 
process the volume and mix of transactions for the tests specified in the Mmter Test Pfun (MTP). 

As part of this process, HPC established connectivity to the Qwest Interconnect Mediated Access 
Electronic Data Interface (MA EDI), the Interconnect Mediated Access Graphical User 
Interface (IMA GUI), and manual OSS interfaces. In general, the goal of HPC was to replicate 
to the fullest extent feasible, the responsibilities, behavior, and experiences of a CLEC 
attempting to conduct Wholesale business with Qwest within the 13 participating states of the 
Regional Oversight Committee (ROC). 

The participating ROC states are divided into three regions: the Western Region, covering 

Utah, and Wyoming; and the Eastern Region, covering Iowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, North 
Dakota, and South Dakota. 

2.0 Method 

This section summarizes the test execution method. 

2. I Business Process Description 

Figure 12-1 provides an overview of the Qwest IMA ED1 and IMA GUI Pre-Ordering and 
Ordering processes. 

Washington and Oregon; the Central region, covering Colorado, Idaho, Montana, New Mexico: 4 
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Figure 12-1: POP Functional Evalu<rtiort Transaction Overview 

HPC prepared and submitted pre-Order and Local Service Request (LSR) Order transactions to 
Qwest. Qwest processed and returned fre-Order responses, Firm Order Confirmations (FOCs), 
error messages, Service Order Completions (SOCs)/Completion Notices. HPC established and 
maintained the connectivity required for the submission of Orders and Preeders via both MA 
ED1 and IMA GUI. 
2.2 Scenarios 

The following tables i Order Scenarios that were used in this test. Pre- 
Order and Order Scenarios tested were drawn from the Scenarios defined in Appendix D of the 

May2 
Wished by KPMG Cansultinp. Inc - COWID 

Bi€a 
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MTP. The Scenarios outline, at a high level, the specific products and services to be ordered, 

Advisory Group (TAG). 
and activity types to be requested. These Scenarios were agreed upon by the ROC Technical 4 

Table I t - I :  Pre-Order Test Scenarios 

I 
~~ 

Validate Customer Address (AVQ) i X X 
Obtain Customer Service Record (CSRQ) X X 
Reserve Telephone Numbers (TNAQ & TNSQ) X X 
Determine Product and Feature Availability (SAQ) X X 
Perform Facility Availability Check (FAQ)' X X 

Schedule Appointment (AAQ & ASQ) X X 
Obtain Lo00 Oualification information (RLDQ)' X X . -  
Validate Customer CFA (CFAQ) I X X 

X X Obtain Dinctory Listings Information for an Existing 
WE-L Customd 
Obtain h i m  Jayout Record (DLRQ)' X X 

Validate Meet Point (MPQ)' X I X 
Cancel an Appointment or Reserved TN (CTQ)6 X X 

Table 12-2: Resale Order Test Scenarws 

I Miaation fiom Owest "as is" I X I  X I  l x l x l  - . I I 

Migration &om west "as spccificd" X X X 
CLEC to CLEC migration X X 
Ncw customer X X X 
Add lines (Lyauoks cr) x (L) x (L) x (L) x 
Feature changes to existing customer X X X 
Tdephone numbcr change X X 

Migrate customcr with voice mail X X 

suspCnd/rcstore smice X X 

1 

1 

D k t o r y  change X X f 

I Moves X X X 

~nciudes ADSL qualified facility avaitabiiity. 

, 
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Table 12-3: UNE" PIatform (V2YE-P) Order Test Scenarios 

~ ~~~ 

New customer X X 

Add lines (LytnUrks (.r> x Q x (L) 
Feature chanees to existinn customer X X 

~- 
Telephone number chanG X x ' .  
Dimtory change X X 
Full and avtiai mimtion with D t ~ c t o ~  Listinn (DL) changes X X 

1 - -  . - I 

Convert h m  Resale vruducts to UNE-P oroductr X I X I 
Migrate an account with @est initiata' blocking X X 
Migrate an account with pending m i c e  order X X 
Establish new user with vanity telephone mvnbcr (TN) X 

Moves X X 
suspmd/restore service X X 
Disconnect (full and partial) X X 

Migrate service to a line splitting arrangement'' X X 
change PIc/LpIC X I X 

I 

X X Line splitting customer disconnects high speed data but maintains 
voice service 

' Primary interexchange Carrier (PIC); Locpl Primary htraLATA Canier (LPIC). '* Unbundled Network Elements. 
I '  Line Splitting was oaty evaluated for functionality. 

=--w 
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Table 12-4: UNE-Loop Order Test Snnarios 

loop without LNP 
ConVCR bom 
UNEP to UNE 
loop with LNP 
Moves (outside) 
Disconnect (full) 
Add a new 
dlnaory listing on 
existing account 
Convert &om line 
-g 
armngmult to 
WE-lo~p  
Port number from 
Qwcst to CLEC 
without facilities 

X X 

X X X 
X X X X I  X 

X 
I 

X X 

X 
A 

"The rimdines of LNP orders was tested via WA ED1 because participating CLEC's user IDS and passwords were required to 

'funbundled Dcdicstcd interoffice Transport. 
'*Enhanced Extended Looo. 

submit &e orders via IMA GUL 

I%PMG comiting w s  insucceso~ in gaining the coopuation 
testing for DSlcaprrble 
in Appendix D of the MTP. 

rn- 



I The test targets were Qwest’s Pre-Ordering and Ordering systems accessed via IMA EDI, IMA 
GUI, and manual OSS interfaces. Processes, sub-processes, and evaluation measures are 
summarized in the following table. The last column, “Test Cross-Reference,” indicates where 
the particular measures are addressed in Section 3.1, “Results & Analysis.” 

I Table 12-6: Test Target Cross Reference 



Evduation Mensure ’ 1 
1 J 

Completeness of response HPC Report 
Clarity and accuracy of mor WPC Report 
messages 
Accuracy, responsiveness, and HPC Report 
completeness of Help Desk Support 
Usability of information HPC Report 

I Consistency with Retail capability I 12-1 1 - 1 - 12- I I4 1 
Receive Notification of 1 Receipt of notification I 12-9-1 - 12-9-3 I 
Jeopardy or Delay 
Receive Completion Receipt of notification 
Notification 
Provisioning of Products, Timeliness of provisioning Test 14 Provisioning 
Services, and Features Evaluation 

Frequency of delay or rescheduling Test 14 Provisioning 
of provisioning Evaluation 
Accuracy and completeness of Test 14 Provisioning 
provisioning Evaluation 
Completeness and consistency of Test 14 Provisioning 
process Evaluation 

12-10-1 

i 

2.4 Evaluation Methodr 

To allow for service request submission, Qwest provided KPMG Consulting with test bed 
accounts that were provisioned according to KPMG Consulting’s specifications. The Pre-order 
and Order Scenarios tested, which were drawn fiom the Scenarios defrned in Appendix D of the 
MTP, outline, at a high level, the specific products and services that were ordered, and activity 
types that were requested. KPMG Consulting used test Scenario descriptions, test bed accounts, 
and Qwest ordering documentation to develop test cases and instances for each Scenario. 

-1 

Each test case contained a detailed description of the case and described order requirements, 
including: 

* Customertype@ 
e Conversion activ ial and full 

Disconnect; 
0 Feature changes; 
* FIow-through designation; and 

Other information that was necessary execute the test case. 

As test administrator, KPMG Consulting provided HPC with a schedute of instances to be 
submitted that detailed priority, interfac e date, when applicable, as well as the 

l6 In the case of a ffi~i conversion, at1 of a customervs li smrice mvidcr. In the CBK of a partial 



n corresmnding account information for each test case instance. HPC then executed the Pre-Order 
and Oider &sactions using a variety of service delivery methods (e.g., Resale, UNE-P, UNE- 
Loop) and activity types (e.g., conversion “as is,” conversion “as specified”), as defined by 
KPMG Consulting in the test scenario descriptions (see Tables 12-1, 12-2, 12-3, and 12-4). 

KPMG Consulting analyzed data provided by HPC on transaction submissions and responses, 
and on Qwest provisioning activities. Where available, this information was collected and 
maintained electronically. 

Both Access Service Request (ASR) and Local Sewice Request (LSR) Orders were tested.17 
Erred as well as error-free transactions were tested. Not a11 Orders were processed through the 
physical provisioning process. Some Orders were dated well into the future to prevent 
provisioning, and others were canceled before provisioning activities commenced. Verification 
and validation of provisioning activities were performed in Test 14, Provisioning Evaluation. 

KPMG Consulting conducted a comparative analysis between the experiences of the P-CLEC 
and those of rea1 CLECs operating in the 13 participating ROC states. To this end, KPMG 
Consulting conducted site visits at three commercial CLEC service centers, and observed CLEC 
representatives submitting Pre-Orders and Orders via IMA GUL KPMG Consulting also 
conducted a comparative anatysis between the P-CLEC’s transaction data and commercial CLEC 
data. In addition, KPMG Consulting involved CLECs in aspects of live transaction testing, such 
as Unbundled Dedicated Interoffice Transport (UDIT) submission, as well as the submission of 
Orders on accounts with pending activity. 

KPMG Consulting also conducted a comparative analysis of Ordering and Pre-Ordering 
functionality for Qwest Retail and Wholesale services. By conducting interviews and 
observations at both Qwest and commercial CLEC call centers, KPMG Consulting examined and 
compared the Pre-Order and Order requirements, required customer information, standard 
intervals, and expedite procedures for various products and features in the Whoiesale and Retail 
environments. 

Other data collected for the POP Functional Evaluation included Qwest Network Disclosures 
documentation, Pre-Order and Order business d e s ,  Qwest Service Interval Guides, Qwest 
technicat publications and the &est Service Performance Indicator Definitions (Pill), Venio 
3.0, issued May 3 1,200 I. 

2.41 EDI Functional Evaluation 

As the P-CLEC, HPC used the Local Service Ordering Guideiines (LSOGJ 3 & 5 Business Rules 
and Network Disclosures documentation to prepare Pre-Order and Order transactions. The 
Qwest business rules detail the form, field, and value information that is required to submit valid 
Pre-Order inquiries and Order requests. The Network Disclosures documentation details 
mapping of business field entries 

)? 

” KPMG Consuiring used a commcrcisl CLEC operating in support ASR testing in the 



HPC used an internally developed application to populate pre-order and order transactions in the 
Formset Common Interchange Format (FCIF) file format. FCIF files were then translated into 
ED1 format and transmitted to Qwest. Responses &om Qwest were received by HPC in ED1 
format and translated into FCJF files. 

HPC submitted stand-alone pre-orders and orders via IMA ED1 so that KPMG Consulting could 
evaluate Qwest system functionality. When necessary, pre-orders were also submitted to obtain 
information required to validate customer information, or to receive input for a subsequent LSR. 
HpC analyzed presrder and order field content and field fonnats to evaluate compliance with 
the Qwest business rules. 

WMG Consulting evaluated ED1 order system availability throughout the duration of the POP 
Functional Evaluation. From April 11, 2001 through March 21, 2002, pre-order transactions 
were submitted (pinged) via ED1 at a kquency of one every two minutes, during Qwest hours of 
operation.’* Every transaction for which a response was not received was counted against the 
avaiiability percentage. Periods of planned Qwest system outages were excfuded from this 
evaluation. Pre-order transactions used to conduct the system availability evaluation were 
separate and distinct from the POP Functional Evaluation. 

2.4.2 GUI Functional Evaluation 

To prepare Pre-Order and Order transactions, HPC used the Local Service ordering Guidelines 
(LSOG) 3 &5 Business Rules and various M A  GUI user guides. The Qwest business rules 
detail the form, field, and value infomation required to submit valid Pre-Order inquiries and 
Order requests. 

HPC populated and then submitted various types of Pre-Order and Order transactions to Qwest. 
Both the M A  GUI and IMA ED1 transactions submitted during the test were drawn tiom the 
same set of test case Scenarios. HPC captured information (e.g., date and time-stamp) pertaining 
to Order and Pre-Order submissions, and response postings. 

HPC submitted stand-alone Pre-Orders and Orders via IMA GUI so that KPMG Consulting 
could evaluate w e s t  system hctionality. When necessary, Pre-Orders were submitted to 
obtain information r0 validate customer information or to provide required data for a subsequent 
LSR. 

2.5 Analysis Method 

The POP Functional Evaluation included evaluation criteria developed by KPMG Consulting 
during the initial phase of the Qwest OSS Evaluation. The data collected were analyzed against 
these evaluation criteria, which are detailed in Section 3. I below, 

M A  EDI, IMA GUI, and manual transaction responses were examined for consistency with 
Qwest’s Pre-Order and Order business process flow, as desmied in Section 2.1. KPMG 

’* Bcforc fuly 1,2001, schafulcd &om of uperation were defmed as 6:OO AM - 1O:OO PM, Monday through Friday, excluding 
holidays. Saturday hours of Operation wen defined as 600 AM - 800 PM. There were no h o w  of operation on Sundays and 
Holidays. A M  July 1,2001. scheduled hours of operation are defined as 6:OO AM - I200 midnight, Monday h g h  Friday, 
excluding kofidsys. satunfay hours of grmtion are defined as 6dB AM - 900 PM, and Sunday hours of operarion arc defined 
as 1200 noon - 600 PM. Thcrc arc no hours of opcrarion on Holidays. 

71 
nnOy 28.2002 

Pubtiabed by KPMG Consulting, lac -CONFIDENTIAL 
Regioml Owrsighf Chumittee. Hewfett-P&rd Chsuiring, ond MTG 
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Consulting evaluated the accessibility of the IMA ED1 in 
the accuracy and completeness of functionality for both IUA ED1 and IMA GUI. 
In its evaluation of test performance, KPMG Consulting applied the standards documented in 
@est Service Pet$ormance Indicuior Definitions (PID), Version 3.0, issued May 3 1,200 1, with 
one exception; KPMG Consulting applied the &Rsr Service Per$ormance Indicator Definitions 
(PID), Version 4.0, issued October 22, 2001, for the retest of Exception 3085 and Exception 
3086. If no defined PID standard was established, KPMG Consulting used its professional 
judgment to evaluate performance. 

Results in Section 3.0 were calculated based on HPC’s internal time-stamps, which may differ 
from the measurement points reported by Qwest. This difference is due to the fact that KPMG 
Consulting measures HPC’s end-to-end response time, while Qwest measures processing time 
within its environment. 

3.0 Results Summary 

This section identifies the discrete evaluation criteria and test results. 

3.1 Results & Analysis 

The results of this test are presented in the table below. Definitions of evaluation criteria, 
possible results, and exceptions are provided in Section II. Qwest documentation regarding 
CLEC aggregate measures can be accessed at the following Web site address: 
http://www .qwest.comlwholesale/resuits/roc.html 

)4. 
Table 12-7: Evaluation Criteria and Resulrs 

99.25% availability of the IMA ED1 
Interface for Order transaction 
capability during Qwest’s scheduled 
hours of operation. 
ED1 Order uansaalon capability was 
available for 99.9% of Qwest’s 
scheduled hours of operation. 
ED1 availability was evaluated using an 
automated system that transmitted an 
Order transaction to Qwest, via IMA 
EDI, every two minutes during Qwest’s 
scheduled hours of operation. A 

by KPMG Consulting, 
tgicr Conminee, Hwie 

http://www




. .  

GUI are within the PID PID benchmark. The PID (PO-1C)- 
defined standard allows for 0.50% of 
Pre-Otder que& transmitted in the 
reporting period to time ou? before 
receiving a response. 
Of 4,058 transactions submitted, none 

See Table 12-8 for additional 

Pre-Order queries transmitted in the 
reporting period to time out before 
receiving a response. 
Of 17,486 transactions submitted, 74 

For 1,W 1 AVQ responses received, the 
average response time was 2.8 seconds. 

average TNAQ Pre-Ordcr response 
receipt within 10 seconds. 

I 
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Tcst Cress- 
Refercnct 

~ 

12-3-3 

12-34 

12-3-5 

12-3-6 

12-3-7 

Evilustion Criteria 

@vest systems provide timely 
responses to Customer Service 
Record Quexies (CSRQs) 
submitted via 1MA GUI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Appointment 
Availability Queries (AAQs) 
submitted via IMA GUI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Facility 
Availability Queries (FAQs) 
submitted via IMA GUI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Service 
Availability Queries (SAQs) 
submitted via IMA GUI. 

west systems provide timely 
responses to Qualified ADSL 
Facility Availability Queries 
(FAQs-ADSL) submitted via 
IMA GUI. 

w e s t  systems provide timely responses 
to CSRQs submitted via IMA GUI. 
The PID (PO-lA>defined standard is 
average CSRQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within 12.50 seconds. 

average AAQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within 10 seconds. 
For 58 AAQ responses received, the 

For 270 FAQ responses received, the 
average response time was 15.4 

)-defined standard is 

average response time was 6.2 seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 

The PID (PO-IA)-dedned standard is 
average FAQ-ADSL PraOrder 

-1 

4 
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12-3-8 Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Connecting 
Facility Assignment Queries 
(CFAQs) submitted via IMA 
CUI. 

responses to Appointment 
Selection Queries (ASQs) 
submitted via IMA GUI. 

12-3-10 Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Telephone Number 
Selection Queries (TNSQs) 
submitted via IMA GUI. 

12-3-1 1 Qwest systems provide timely 
Pre-Order error message 
responses via IMA GUI. 

RCSUlrS, 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Diagnostic 

Qwest systems provide timely response 
to CFAQs submitted via IMA CUI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchmark that average CFAQ Pre- 
Order responses are received within 25 
seconds. 
For 780 CFAQ responses received, the 
average response time was 1 1.4 
SeCOnds. 

See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to ASQs submitted via IMA GUI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchmark that average ASQ Prc-Order 
responses are received within 10 
seconds. 
For 39 ASQ responses received, the 
average response time was f .8 seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
w e s t  systems provide timely responses 
to TNSQs submitted via IMA CUI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchmark that average TNSQ Pre- 
Order responses are received within 10 
seconds. 
For 109 TNSQ responses received, the 
average response time was 0.8 seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely Pre- 
Order error message responses via 1MA 
GUI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because the related Pre-Order error 
message timeliness PID (PO-ID) is 
defined as "diagnostic" only. 
The average response time of 2.4 
seconds for 655 Pre-Order enor 
messages received is  provided as 
diagnostic inkmation 0 ~ 1 ~ .  

See Table 12-9 for additional 
transaction details. 
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124-1 

12-4-2 

12-4-3 

12-4-4 

I 2 4 5  

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Address Validation 
Queries ( AVQs) submitted via 
M A  EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Telephone Number 
Availability Queries (TNAQs) 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Customer Service 
Record Queries (CSRQs) 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Appointment 
AvaiIability Queries (AAQs) 
submitted via IMA ED]. 

Qwest system provide timely 
reswnses to Facility 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to AVQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-1 Bwefined standard is 
average AVQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within IO seconds. 
For 6,908 AVQ responses received, the 
average response time was 4.0 
seconds." 
See Table 12-9 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwcst systems provide timely responses 
to TNAQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-IB)-dcfmed standard is 
average TNAQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within 10 seconds. 
For 1,299 TNAQ responses received, 
the average response time was 4.3 
seconds.u 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to CSRQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-I3)-defined standard is 
average CSRQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within 12.50 seconds. 
For 4,326 CSRQ responses received, 
the average response time was 6.4 

See Tabie 12-8 for additiod 
transaction details. 

SCCO~~S." 

Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to AAQs submitted via M A  EDI. 
The PID (PO-lB)-defmed standard iS 
average AAQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within 10 seconds. 
For 275 AAQ responses received, the 
average response time was 5.0 seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to FAQs submitted via IMA EDI. 

" Pre-Order responses received prior to August 22,2001 were excluded &om the timeliness evaluation due to problems 
experienced with the T q l a r  Interactive Agent (IA). Sec Observations 3002,3003,3004,3005, and 3006-for additional 
information. " AVQ time-out tr8IWXtbnS were exdudcd f b m  the timeliness C V a b t i O I l ,  as defined by the PID. 
'INAQ timeoyt n~nsactions were cxcludcd i?om the timelineso evaluation, as dcfiaed by the PID. 

*' CSRQ time-out transactions were excluded firom the timelines evaluation, as defined by the PID. 
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124-7 

124-8 

I 2 4 9  

Evaluation CMerIa 

Availability Queries (FAQs) 
submined via IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Service 
Availability Queries (SAQs) 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
nsponses to Qualified ADSL 
Facility Availability Queries 
(FAQs-ADSL) submitted via 
IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Connecting 
Facility Assignment Queries 
(CFAQs) submitted via IMA 
EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
responses to Appointment 
Selection Queries (ASQs) 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

Satisfied 

3atisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

b 

The PID (PO-1B)defined standard is 
average FAQ Prc-Order response 
receipt within 25 seconds. 
For 1,050 FAQ responses received, the 
average response time was 15.8 
seconds.” 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to SAQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-lB)-defined standard is 
average SAQ Pre-Order response 
receipt within 25 seconds. 
For 137 SAQ responses received, the 
average response time was 16.9 
seconds?‘ 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to FAQs-ADSL submitted via IMA 
ED]. 
The PlD (PO- I Bkdefined standard is 
average FAQ-ADSL Pre-Otder 
response receipt within 20 seconds. 
For 84 FAQ-ADSL responses received, 
the average response time was 9.4 
seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to CFAQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchmark that average CFAQ Pn- 
Order responses an received within 25 
seconds. 
For 19 CFAQ responses received, the 
average response time was 9.8 seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to AsQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchmark that average ASQ Pre-Order 

FAQ time-out transPctions were excluded from the timeliness evaluation, as dclned 
SAQ Pre-ordas incl 

m w  /4 
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1 12410  Qwest systems provide timely 

responses to Telephone Number 
Selection Queries (TNSQs) 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

12-4-1 1 Qwest systems provide timely 
Pre-Wer error message 
responses via IMA EDI. 

f 

Satisfied 

Diagno:;tic 

ts 

responses are received within 10 
seconds. 
For 249 ASQ responses received, &e 
average response time was 3.1 seconds. 
S a  Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely responses 
to TNSQs submitted via IMA EDI. 
In absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchark that average TNSQ Prc- 
Order responses arc m i v e d  within IO 
seconds. 
For I, 157 TNSQ responses received, 
the average response time was 2.2 
seconds. 
See Table 12-8 for additional 
transaction details. 
w e s t  systery provide timely Pre- 
Order emor message responses via IMA 
EDI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because the related Pre-Order error 
message timeliness PID (PO-1D) is 
defmed as “diagnostic” only. 
For 1,554 Pre-Ocder responses received, 
the average response time of 5.4 
seconds is provided as diagnostic 
information only. 
See Table 12-9 for additional 
transaction details. 

Order Pro~uu Accumcy and Completeness 
12-5- 1 Qwest systems or Satisfied 

representatives provide required 
Order transaction functionality. 

Qwest systems or representatives 
provide required Order transaction 
functionality. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide appropriate functionality to 
process the Order Scenario types 
evaluated during the course of this test. 
See Tables 1 2-2 through 12-4 for 
additional transaction details. 
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Refmnce 

12-5-2 

12-5-3 

12-54 

. EvlrlutttionCrtterf8 

Qwest systems provide 
Functional Acknowledgements 
(FAs) in response to LSRs 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest provides expected initial 
Order responses for LSRs 
submitted via M A  GUI. 

Q w s t  provides expected initial 
Order responses for LSRs 
submined via IMA EDI. 

- 

RtSUIbJ 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Commcnb 

Qwest systems provide €As in response 
to LSRs submitted via IMA EDI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 

Orders must receive FAs. 
Of 9,963 LSRs submitted, 9,912 
(99.5%) received the expected FA. 
Sce Table 12-14 for additional 
transaction details. 

benchmark that of 95% of IMA ED1 

Qwest provides expected initial Order 
responses for LSRs submitted via 1MA 
GUI. 
In the absence of an estabiished PID, 
KPMG Consulting established a 
benchmark that 95% of IMA GUI 
Orders submined must receive 
responses (ix., Firm Order 
Confmtions or m o r  responses) for 
LSRS. 
3f491 LSRs submitted, 490(99.8%) 
Veceivcd the expected response. 
See Table 12-15 for additional 
ransaction details. 
&vest provides expected initial Order 
Pesponses for LSRs submitted via IMA 
SDI. 
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting established a 
Benchmark that 95% of IMA ED1 
Irdcrs submitted must receive 
*esponses (ix., Firm Order 
2onfumations or error responses) for 
SRs. 
3€9,656 LSRs submitted, 9,588 
99.3%) received the expected 
esponse.2’ 
luring initial testing, HPC experienced 
feveral problems with receiving 
apected Order responses and, as a 
esult, issued Exceptions 2029,203 1, 
!032,2033,2034,2036, and 2037. 
3ch Exception identified issues 
urrounding missing Order responses 
n&or receiving Order responses m the 
ncorrect sequence. 
n each case, Qwest implemented 

m t k m  3001 were excluded &urn the 27 Non-flow througb resale and UNE-P Ordm submind prior to the resolution of 
calculation. See Observation 3001 for additional information. 
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Test Crosr- 
Relerence 

12-5-5 

12-56 

12-5-7 

Evrrluatloo Criteria 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide 
rejections in response to LSRs 
submitted via IMA GU!. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide 
rejections in response to LSRs 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

w e s t  systems or 
representatives provide 
rejections in response to LSRs 

Diagnostic 

Diagnostic 

Diagnostic 

system &xes and additional training, as 
appropriate. HPC continued to monitor 
these issues and found no recurrences of 
these problem. See Exceptions 2029, 
2031,2032,2033,2034,2036, and 2037 
for additional information on these 
issues. Exceptions 2029,203 1,2032, 
2033,2034,2036, and 2037 are closed. 
See Table 12-1 5 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide rejections in response to LSRs 
submitted via IMA GUI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign a 
result for this criterion because the 
percentage of rejected LSRs submitted 
by CLECs (PO4A) is defmcd as 
“diagnostic” only. Therefore. the 
percentages given below are provided 
as diagnostic information only. 
For the Eastem Region, of 198 LsRs 
submitted, 50 (25.3%) were rejected. 
For the Central Region, of 120 LSRS 
submitted, 27 (22.5%) were rejected. 
For the Western Region. of 173 LSRS 
submitted, 35 (20.2%) were rejected. 
See Table 12-16 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide rejections in response to LSRs 
submitted via IMA EDI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign a 
result for this criterion because the 
percentage of rejected LSRs submitted 
by CLECs (PWB) is defined as 
“diagnostic” only. Therefore, the 
percentages provided below are given 
as diagnostic information only. 
For the Eastern Region, of 3,335 LSRs 
submitted, 1,I  19 (33.6%) were rejected. 
For the Central Region, of 3,258 LSRs 
submitted, 1,318 (40.5%) wererejected. 
For the Westem Region, of 3,063 LSRs 
submitted, 982 (32.1%) were rejected. 
See Table 12- 16 far additional 
transaction detail. 
west system or representatives 
provide rejections in response to LSRs 
submitted via facsimile. 



Test Cross- 
Reference 

12-5-8 

12-5-9 

submitted via facsimile. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide FOC 
Due Dates consistent with valid 
CLEC Due Date Requests. 

Qwest adheres to the original 
confirmed Due Date provided 
on the Firm Order Confirmahon 
[FOC). 

Satisfied 

Diagnostic 

KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because the percentage of rejected LSR! 
submitted by CLECs (PO-QC) is 
defined as “diagnostic” only. 
Of 86 LSRs submitted, 30 (34.9%) 
received unplanned reject responses. 
These results are provided as diagnostic 
information only. 
See Table 12- 1.6 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide FOC Due Dates consistent with 
valid CLEC Due Date q u e s t s .  
In the absence of an established PID, 
KPMG Consulting assigned a 
benchmark that 95% of FOC Due Dates 
received are consistent with valid CLEC 
Due Date requests. 
A sample of 150 FOCs was examined to 
determine whether Qwest provides FOC 
Due Dates consistent with CLEC 
requests. Eleven transactions were 
subsequently excluded from the 
evaluation due to an invalid due date 
request identified on the LSR. 
Of the remaining 139 FOCs, I36 
(97.8%) had the same due dates that 
were requested on the corresponding 
LSR 

Qwest adheres to the original confirmed 
Due Date provided on the Firm Order 
Confirmation (FOCI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
:valuation result for this criterion 
because Q w s t  adherence to original 
:onfmed FOC Due Dates (PO-I 5 )  is 
3etined as “diagnostic” only. 
3f 6.31 8 Orders evaluated, @est 
weraged .01 due date changes per 
3rder. 
rhis datm represents due date changes 
,hat were visible to the P-CLEC, and 
ioes not include Qwed internal SOP 
iut date changes that had no impact on 
he P-CLECs committed date. These 
*csults are provided as diagnostic 
nformation only. 



Evabmttea C 

12-5-10 Qwest is able to account for 
LSRs received electronically. 

12-6-1 

12-6-2 

Qwest systems provide timely 
Firm Order Confumations 
(FOCs) in response to UNE-P 
and Resale flow-through LSRs 
submitted via M A  GUI. 

Qwesr systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Firm Order Confirmations 
(FOCs) in response to WE-P 
and Resale non-flow-througlr 
LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 

Diagnostic 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Qwest i s  able to account for LSRs 
received electronically. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because LSR accountability by Qwest 
(PO-10) is defined as “diagnostic” only. 
Of 10,454 LSRs submitted, 10,454 
( 100%) were accounted for by QweR” 
These results are provided as diagnostic 
information only. 

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in 
response to UNEP and Resale, flow- 
through LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 
The Pu) (PO-SA-l)-defined standard is 
95% of FOCs returned within 20 
minutes. 
For the Eastern Region, of 30 F O G  
received, 30 (100%) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
For thc Central Region, of 25 FOCs 
received, 24 (96.0%) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Western Region, of 30 Foes 
received,30(10O%)wereretumed 
within 20 minutes. 
See Table 12-10 for additional 
transaction details. 
w e s t  systems or representatives 
provide timely FOCs in response to 
WE-P and Resale non-flow-through 
LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 
The PID (PO-SB-ll-defined benchmark 
is 90% of FOCs returned within 24 to 
72 hours, depending 011 product type. 
For the Eastem Region, of 37 FOCs 
received, 36 (97.3%) were returned 
within the required time period. 
For the Central Region, of 1 I FOCs 
received, 11 (100%) were returned 
within the required time period. 
For the Western Region, of 28 FOCs 

within the required time period. 
See Table 12-1 t for additional 
transaction details. 

received, 28 (100%) were returned 



Test Cross- 
Reference 

___ 
12-6-3 

12-64 

12-6-5 

Qwest systems provide timely 
Firm Order Confirmations 
(FOCs) in response to 
Unbundled Loop. flow-through 
LsRs submitted via IMA GUI. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives prov de timely 
Firm Order Confirmations 
(FOCs) in response to 
Unbundled Loop non-flow- 
through LSRs submitted via 
IMA GUI. 

Qwest representatives provide 
timely LSR Manual Rejections 
(Errors) in response to LSRs via 
IMA GUI. 

Satisfied 

~~ 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in 
response so Unbundled Loop. flow- 
through LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 
The PID (PO-5A-1)defined standard is 
95% of FOCs returned within 20 
minutes. 
For the Eastern Region, of 22 FOCs 
received, 22 ( I 0 0  %) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Central Region, of 18 FOCs 
received, 18 (100%) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Westem Region, of 23 FOCs 
received, 23 (100%) were returned 
within 2b minutes. 
See Table 12-10 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely FOCs in response to 
Unbundled Loop, non-flow-through 
LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 
The PID (PO-SB-l)-defined standard is 
90% of FOCs returned within 24 to 72 
hours, depending on product type- 
For the Eastern Region, of 54 FOCs 
received, 49 (90.7%) were returned 
within the required time period. 
For the Central Region, of 37 FOCs 
received, 34 (91.Yh) were returned 
within the required time period. 
For the Westem Region, of 55 FOCs 
received, 54 (98.2%) were returned 
within the required time period. 
See Table 12-1 1 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwcst representatives provide timely 
LSR Manual Rejections (Errors) in 
response to LSRs via IMA GUI. 
The PID (PO-3A-l)-defhed standard 
for LSRS received via IMA GUI and 
rejected manually is receipt within 12 
hours. 
For 38 manuai reject responses 
received, the average response time was 
7.7 hours. 
See Tabte 12-12 for additional 
transaction details. 
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Qwest OSS Enluatiocl 

I 
I 

I 

fofLSRs received via IMA GUl and 
auto-rjected is receipt within I8 

Of 74 automated reject responses 
received, the average response time was 

See Table 12-12 for additional 

, 

I 

I 

I I transaction details. 
IW EDI Order Timeliners 
12-7-1 west systems provide timely Satisfied Qwest systems provide timely FAs in 

response to IMA ED1 LSRs. 
In the absence of an established PID, 

benchmark of average response time for 
FAs within 18 seconds. 
During initial testing. KPMG 
Consulring obsmred that s e v d  FAs - 

for Ordm submitted via IMA ED1 were 
nceived within an average of 7.9 hours. 
During testing, Qwest notified the P- 
CLEC that the CLEC interactive agent 
was not responding to Qwest’s 
interactive agent. KPMG Consulting 
issued Exception 3032. 
Qwest subsequently implemented a 
recovery process in the interactive agent 
to eliminate this type of delay. 
KPMG Cowking’s retesting found 
that FAs were received in less than 18 

During subsequent testing. KPMG 
Consulting observed that of 5,853 FAs 
received, the average response time was 
13.6 seconds. See Exception 3032 for 

Functional Acknowledgements 
(FAs) in response to IMA ED1 
LSRS. KPMG Consulting assigned a 

4 

-I 



Test Cross- 
Reference 

12-7-3 

Evaluation Crltnia 

submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest system or 
representatives provide timely 
Firm Order Confirmations 
(FOCs) in response to UNE-P 
and Resale non-flow-through 
LSRs submitted via IMA EDI. 

Rimnits 

Satisfied 

enb 

95% of FOCs returned within 20 
minutes. 
For the Eastern Region, of 907 FOCs 
received, 898 (99.0%) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Cenaal Region, of 77 1 FOCs 
received, 758 (98.3%) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Western Region, of 903 FOCs 
received, 902 (99.9%) were returned 
within 20 minutes. 
See Table 12-10 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely FOCs in response to 
UNE-P and Resale non-flow-through 
LSRs submitted via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-SB-2)-defmed standard is 
90% of FOCs returned within 24 to 72 
hours, depending on product type. 
During initial testing, KPMG 
Consulting observed that several FOC 
responses for Resale PBX orders 
submitted via IMA ED1 exceeded the 
established PID-defmed standard. For 
39 Orders received, 11 (28.0%) were 
returned in a time greater than 48 hours 
after the Orders had been submitted. 
KPMG Consulting issued Exception 
3061. 
Qwest stated that the causes for the 
delay in providing FOCs included 
routing issues and missed FOC 
commitments by represmtatives. 
Qwest acknowledged the disaggregation 
of PO-5B by interface, product level, 
and transaction type. Qwest indicated 
that it would rely on the aggregate 
Resale and WE-P non-flow-through 
timeliness evaluation to demonstrate its 
ability to provide timely FOCs. 
During subsequent testing, KPMG 
Consulting observed that FOC 
responses for UNE-P and Resale non- 
flow-through Orders submitted via IMA 
ED1 met the PID-defined standatd. 
For the Eastem Region, of 432 FOCs 
received, 41 5 (%.l%) were received 
within the required time period. 
For the Central Region, of 354 FOCs 



Test Cross- 
Reference 

12-74 

12-1-5 

12-74 

Qwest systems provide timely 
Firm Order Confirmations 
(FOCs) in response to 
Unbundled Loop flow-through 
LSRs submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Firm Order Confudons 
(FOCs) in response to 
Unbundled Loop non-flow- 
through LSRs submitted via 
IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems provide timely 
Finn Order Confirmations 
(FOCs) in response to LNP 
flow-through LSRs submitted 

Results 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

For the Westem Region. of 4 1 1 F W  
received, 394 (95.9%) were received 
within the required time period. 
See Exception 3061 for additional 
infomtion. Exception 306 I is 
closed/unresolved. 
See Table 12-1 1 for additional 

The PID (P0-5A-2)defined standard is 
95% of FOCs returned within 20 
minutes. 
For the Eastem Region, of 259 FOCs 
received, 25 8 (99.6%) were reccived 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Central Region, of 283 FOCs 
received, 282 (99.7%) were received 
within 20 minutes. 
For the Western Region, of 2 16 FOCs 
received, 2 15 (99.5%) were received 
within 20 minutes. 

The PID (PO-5B-2)-defined standard is 
90% of FOCs returned within 24 to 72 
hours, depending on product type. 
For the Eastem Region, of 530 FOCs 
received, 5 1 5 (97.2%) were neeived 
within the required time period. 
For the Central Region, of 483 FOCs 
received, 476 (98.6%) were received 
within the required time ptriod. 
For the Western Region, of 504 FOCS 
received, 493 (97.8%) were received 
within the required time period. 
See Table 12-1 I for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely FOCs in 
response to LNP flow-through LSRs 
submitted via IMA EDI. 



Teat Crass- 
Reference 

12-1-1 

12-74 

via IMA EDI. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Firm Order Confumstions 
(FOCs) in response to LNP 
non-flow-through LSRs 
submitted via IMA EDI. 

Qwest representatives provide 
timely LSR Manual Rejections 
(Errors) in response to LSRs via 
IMA EDI. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

95% of FOCs returned within 20 
minutes. 
Of 69 FOCs received. 69 ( I  Wh) were 
returned within 20 minutes 
See Table 1 2- IO for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely FOCs in response to 
LNP, non-flow-through LSRs submined 
via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-SB-2)-dcfmd standard is 
90% of FOCs returned within 24 hours. 
Of 47 FOCs received, 46 (97.9%) were 
returned within 24 hours. 
See Table 12-1 1 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest representatives provide timely 
LSR Manual Rejections (Errors) in 
response to LSRs via IMA EDI. 
The PID (PO-3B-l)aefineed standard 
for LSRs received via IMA ED1 and 
rejected manually is receipt within 12 
hours. 
During initial testing, KPMG 
Consulting observed LSRs received via 
IMA ED1 and rejected manually that 
exceeded the established PID-defined 
benchmark. Of 235 manud *ect 
responses received, 63 (26.8%) were 
returned with an avnage response time 
of 162 hours. KPMG Consulting 
issued Exception 3020. 
Qwest took the following measures to 
address the issue: 

Increased the Intccconnect Service 
Center (ISC) headcount along with 
process improvements to help 
achieve in todaylout today 
measures; 

and intervals and updated the 
relevant documentation both 
internally and extsmally; 
Performed analysis on top reject 
reasons and identifed and 
implemented system 
enhancements to reduce the 
number of manual rejects; and 

0 Conducted additional training in 

9 Established standard reject reasons 
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Test Cross- 
Reference 

12-7-9 
I 

Qwest systems provide timely 
LSR Automated Rejections 
(Errors) in response to LSRs v 
IMA EDI. 

Satisfied 

the centers around reject reasons 
and intervals. 

b r i n g  subsequent testing, KPMG 
Consulting observed that for 285 
manual reject mpo nses received, the 
average response time was 6.1 hours. 
See Exception 3020 for additional 

Exception 3020 is 
closed. 
See Table 12-12 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems provide timely LSR 
Automated Rejections (Errors) in 
response to LSRs via IMA EDI. 
The PID (P0-3B-2)-defwed standard 
for LSRs received via IMA ED1 with 
automated rejections is receipt within 
18 seconds. 
During initial testing, KPMG 
Consulting found that automated 
rejections received via 1MA ED1 were 
not satisfying the PID-defined 
benchmark. For 1,033 BPL errors. the 
average response time was 19.1 
seconds. KPMG Consulting issued 
Exception 3 105. 
Qwest stated that KPMG Consulting’s 
calculations included the time the 
rejections took to move through HPC’s 
systems, while the PID definition 
included only the time the transaction 
moved through Qwest’s systems. 
Qwest calculated that the rejections 
took an average of 2.3 seconds to move 
through HPC’s systems. By subtracting 
the 2.3 seconds from KPMG 
Consulting’s average of 19.1 seconds, 
Qwest calculated that its automated 
rejections met the PIPaefined standard 
wit4 a 16.8-second average. In 
addition, Qwest presented an alternate 
calculation, which included HPC 
internal processing time, but excluded 3 
outlier transactions. By excluding the 3 
outliers, Qwest calculated that its 
rejections also met the standard with a 
13 .&second average. WMG 
Consulting did not exclude the 3 

4 

89 

4 



I I I outliers from its calculations. 

timely Firm Order 
Confmations (FOCs) in 
response to LSRs submitted via 
facsimile. 

Manual Order Til 
12-8-1 

At the conclusion of testing, KPMG 
Consulting determined that for 1,478 
automated reject responses receiv ed, the 
average response time was 16.8 
seconds.'' '' 
See Exception 3 I05 for additionat 
information. Exception 3 105 is closed, 
See Table 12-1 2 for additional 
transaction details. 

Qwest representatives provide timely 
FOCs in response to LSRs submitted 
via facsimile. 
The PID-defined standard is 90% of 
FOCs returned within the standard FOC 
interval by product category for PID 

During initial testing, KPMG 
Consulting observed that FOCs LSRs 
received via facsimile were not 
satisfying the PID-defined benchmark 
Of 32 FOCs received on manual LSRs, 
6 (1 8.8%) were received in a time 
greater than the standard FOC interval 
plus 24 hours from Order submission. 
KPMG Consulting issued Exception 
31 17. 
Qwest identified a gap in its process for 
releasing FOCs in Interconnect Imaging 
Solutions (US), tbe system Qwest uses 
for this type of Order. According to 
Qwest, the SM=s who processed these 
Orders did not complete the final step of 
tbe process that releases the FOCs. 
Qwest implemented enhanced quality 
reviews, coaching, and continued 
monitoring of the release process. 
During subsequent testing, KPMG 
Consuiting found that of 23 FOCs 
received, 22 (95.7%) were returned 
within standard FOC interval by 
product category for PID PO-5B plus 24 
hours. 
See Exception 3 1 I7 for additional 
information. Exception 3 J 1 7 is closed. 

PO-5B PIUS 24 how.  

" Forty-nine transactions were excluded from the timeliness evaluation due to invalid starrlstop times. as defined by the PID. '' Automated njccdons that were 

90 



12-8-2 

in resoonse to LSRs submitted 
via facsimile. 

Jeopar& Not@cation 
12-9-1 

_ _  
12-9-2 

12-9-3 

Qwest provides Jeopardy 
Notices in advance of the due 
date for Resale products and 
services. 

Qwest provides Jeopardy 
Notices in advance of the due 
date for UNE-P products. 

Qwtst provides Jeopardy 
Notices in advance of the due 
date for Unbundled Loop 
products. 

See Table 12-1 1 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest representatives provide timely 
LSR Rejections (Errors) in response to 
LSRs submitted via facsimile. 
The PID (PO-3C)-&fined standard for 
LSRs submitted via facsimile and 
rejected is receipt within 24 hours. 
Of 30 manual reject responses received, 
the average response time was 6.5 
hours. 
See Table 12-1 2 for additional 
transaction details. 

Unable to 
Determine 

Qwest provides Jeopardy Notices in 
advance of the due date for Resale 
products and services. 
The PID (PG8)-defined standard is 
parity with Retail service. 
During the evaluation period, Qwest did 
not issue any Jeopardy Notices for 
Resale products and services in 
response to test bed transactions or 
commercial observations. Thenfore, 
KPMG Consulting's results are 
inconclusive. 
Qwest provides Jeopardy Notices in 
advance of the due date for UNE-P 
products. 
The PID (PO-S)-defned standard is 
parity with retail service. 
During the evaluation period, Qwest did 
not issue any Jeopardy Notices for 
UNE-P products and services in 
response to test bed transactions or 
commercial observations. Therefore, 
KPMG Consulting's results are 

Unable to 
Determine 

Satisfied 
inconclusive. 
Qwest provides Jeopardy Notices in 
advance of the due date for Unbundled 
Loop products. 
The PID (PO-8)-deiimd standard is 
parity with Retait service. 
In the Eastern region, for 25 Jeopardy 

l Notices received, the average r e s p s e  , time was 4.3 days in advance of the due 
date, compared to an average of 3.9 
days for Retail. 
In the Central region, for i 2 Jeopardy 

-1 



Teat Crow- 
Rdwence 

12-94 

12-9-5 

Evaluation C M a  

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Jeopardy notices for Resale 
products and services. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide t i d y  
Jeopardy notices for WE-P. 

Reaults 

-- 
Not Satlsfied 

Not Satisfied 

Notices received, the average response 
time was 5.4 days in advance of the due 
date, compared to an average of 8.6 
days for Retail. 
In the Western region, for I2 Jeopardy 
Notices received. the average response 
t i e  was 6.3 days in advance of the due 
date, compared to an average of 3.6 
days for Retail. 
The initial nsults from the dual 
statistical test described in the MTF’ 
Appendix G indicated parity 
performance for the Eastern and 
Western regions, but a conflicting result 
for the Central region. This issue was 
presented to the ROC TAG €or 
consideration on March 21,2002, and 
the TAG concluded the issue should be 
closed as a pass ”. 
Qwest systems or represenbtives 
provide timely Jeopardy notices for 
Resale products and services. 
The PID (PO-9)defined standard is 
parity with Retail service. 
During testing, KPMG Consulting 
identified 8 missed resale Orders for 
which no jeopardy notice was received 
by the P-CLEC. The dual statistical test 
for the PO-9 PID rcsulted in a “no 
decision” for this PID. Per the MTP 
guidelines, KPMG Consulting 
submitted this issue to the attention of 
the TAG, whose discussion resulted in 
an impasse. Subsequently. the Steering 
Committee determined that Qwest 
should receive a failure for this PID. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely Jeopardy notices for 

The PID (PO-S))-defined standard is 
parity with Retail Service. 
During testing, KPMG Consulting 
identified I 1 missed W E - P  Orders for 
which no jeopardy notice was w i v e d  

for the PO-9 PID resulted in a “no 
decision” for this PID. Per the MTP 
guidelines, KPMG Consulting 
submitted this issue to the attenuon of 

UNE-P. 

by the P-CLEC. The dual Statistical t a t  

scmtion 3104 for addi 



I 
-1 

The PID (PO-9)-defined standard is 
parity with Retail service. 

~ 

In the Central region, for 2 Order due 
dates missed, the percentage of 
Jeopardy Notices re& ved in advance of 
the due date was 100%. compared to 

In the Western ngion. fix 12 Order due 

Jeopardy Notices received in advance of 
the due date was 8%. compued to 8% 

The initial results from the dual 
statistical test described in MTP 
Appendix G indicated parity 
performance for the Eastem aod Central 

dates missed¶ the percentage of 

-1 

)4 Sa Obomration 3104 for additional i n f o r i o n .  

Mished by KPMG 



Ttst Crosa- 
Reference ’ 

12-10-2 

12-10-3 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Service Order Completions 
(SOGS) in response to LSRs 
submitted via IMA GUI. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Service Order Completions 
(SOCs) in response to LSRs 
submined via IMA EDl. 

Diagnostic 

Diagnostic 

In Exception 2035, HPC said that when 
ordering WE-Loop products, Qwest 
sent Status Update(SU) notifications 
indicating that HPC’s Order had 
completed and been “Posted to be 
billed” for Orders that had either a) 
received an ISC-generated FATAL 
reject or b) had not received a 
completion notification. As a result of 
the Exception, Qwest indicated that a 
system defect had been fixed and 
personnel training had been conducted 
to prevent the situation from re- 
occurring. Upon retest, HPC did not 
experience further problems of this 
kind, and the Exception was closed. 
See Exception 2035 for additional 
information. 
HPC atso experienced problems with 
missing completion notifications during 
testing, and consequently, issued 
Exception 2068. In response, Qwest 
categorized the Orders with missing 
compietion notifications into 14 distinct 
categories and addressed each category 
separately. Upon retest, HPC did not 
experience problems with missing 
completion notifications. See 
Exception 2068 for additional 
information. Exception 2068 is closed. 
See Table 12-19 for additional 
transaction details. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timeiy SOCs in response to 
LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because SOC timeliness (PO-6A) is 
defined as “diagnostic” only. 
KPMG Consulting did not have GUI 
SOC receipt time data, which is a 
critical component for the calculation of 
this PID. Therefore, KPMG Consulting 
was unable to test this evaluation 
criterion. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely SOCs in response to 
LSRs submitted via IMA ED(. 



TestCr- 
Refereace 

12-10-4 

12- 10-5 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Billing Completion 
Notifications (BCNs) in 
response to LSRs submitted via 
IMA GUI. 

Qwest systems or 
representatives provide timely 
Billing Completion 
Notifications (BCNs) in 
response to LSRs submitted via 
IMA EDI. 

Diagnostic 

Diagnostic 

defined as “diagnostic” only. 
This calculation cannot be performed 
solely using P-CLEC data. Qwest 
Senrice Order dates and times were 
derived using Qwest provided data. 
This data was used to calculate the 
result for this performance measure. 
For 3,927 SOCs received, the average 
resDonse time was 262 minutes. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely BCNs in response to 
LSRs submitted via IMA GUI. 
KPMG Consulting did nor assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because Billing Completion 
Notification timeliness (PO-7A) is 
defmed as “diagnostic” only.” 
GUI BCN data was not available to 
KPMG Consulting for the calculation of 
this PID. Therefore, KPMG Consulting 
was unable to test this evaluation 
criterion. 
Qwest systems or representatives 
provide timely BCNs in response to 
LSRs submitted via IMA EDI. 
KPMG Consulting did not assign an 
evaluation result for this criterion 
because Billing Completion 
Notification timeliness (PO-7B) is 
defined as “diagnostic” only.” 
Of4,806 BCNs expected, 4.010 
(83.4%) were received on time. This 
included 557 BCNs not received, 
which, for this analysis, were counted as 
late. Qwest acknowledged that it 
uncovered a BCN transmission process 
issue. Qwest advised that the problem 
was corrected in late February 2002. 
KPMG Consulting confirmed that it 
received timely BCNs on 102 out of 
I 02 ( 100%) of the Orders issued 
subsequent to this fix. 



Consirrency wiih Retail Ccrpobiliv 
12-1 1-1 Product and feature offerings Satisfied , are defined and documented for 

both Retail and Wholesale 
services. 

~ 

I 

f4. 

12-1 1-2 Product and feature offaings Satisfied 
are comparable for both Retai 1 
and Wholesale services. 

Product and feature offerings are 
defined and documented for both Retail 
and Wholesale services. 
Qwest product and feature offerings can 
be accessed at the following Web site 
addresses: 

http:llwww.qwest.codwholesaldpcat/u 
nep.htm1 

http:l/www .qwest.codwholesale/pcatJ'r 
esaIegenerai.htm1 
Retail (Business) - 
hm://www.awest.corn/mlsm 
pductdinde xhtml 
Retail (Residential) - 
hnp://www.qwestcomd~tiaUprodu 
cts/indtx.html 
Qwest made several clarifications to 
their product and feature ordering 
documentation in response to questions 
&om HPC during the transaction 
portion of this test. 
KPMG Consulting reviewed the product 
and feature offerings available on 
Qwest's wholesale and Retail Web sites 
and found them to be defmtd and 
documented. 
Product and feature offerings we 
comparable for both Retai1 and 
Wholesale services. 
In response to issues observed by 
KPMC Consulting during initial testing, 

UNE-P - 

Resale - 

http:llwww.qwest.codwholesaldpcat/u
http:l/www


12-1 1-3 Pre-Order and Order 
capabilities are functionally 
equivalent for both Retail and 
Whoiesale services. 

* * Results 

Satisfied 

Ut3 

Pre-Order and Order capabilities are 
finctionally equivalent for both Retail 
and Wholesale services. 
KPMG Consulting compared the 
Ordering capabilities for the following 
productdfeatures: 

New Line /New TN; 
0 Call Waiting; 

CallerD, 
Number Blocking; 
Custom I Vanity Number; and 
DSL. 

The Pre-Order transactions examined in 
this comparison were those which were 
used to submit an Order for the products 
and features listed above, specificallyu: 

Validate Customer Address 

Obtain Customer Service Record 

Remve Telephone Numbers 

Determine Product and Feature 
Availability (SAQ); 
Perform Facility Availability 
Check (FAQ); 
Schedule Appointment ( AAQ & 
ASQ); 
Obtain Loop Qualification 
Information (RLDQ); and 
Cancel an Appointment or 
Reserved TN (CTQ). 

(AVQ); 

(CSR); 

(TNAQ & TNSQ); 

KPMG Consulting conducted on-site 
interviews with and observations of 
various Qwest representatives in Retail 
residential and small business centers, 
as well as similar interviews and 
observations at CLEC Order centers. 
KPMG Consulting also reviewed the 
ordering processes used by HPC in its 
role as the P-CLEC. 
During obsrrvatiorts, KPMG Consulting 
obsented that Q w s t  Retail 
repmentatives did not consistently 

'I Those Pre-Order types for which there i s  no Retail analog wen not included in the scope of this teSt. These. include: Validate 
Customer CFA (CFAQ). Obtain Direct0 for an Existing UNE-L Customer, Obtain Dtsign Layout Record, and 

97 



Test Cross- 
Reference 

12-1 1 4  

Enination Criteria 

Qwest-produced measures of 
Pre-OrdedOrder performance 
results for HPC transactions are 
consistent with KPMG 
Consulting-produced HPC 
measures. 

Unable to 
Determine 

mmen 

adhere to the procedure for due date 
expedites as &scribed on Qwest’s 
Wholesale Web site (http:/Ewww.qwe! 
com/wholesalJclccdcxescover.html). 
KPMG Consulting formally identified 
this issue on March 20,2002. 
In response, Qwest indicated its in tent 
to monitor and address improper due 
date expedites and to enhance the 
hnctioaality of its Retail Ordering 
systems to require supervisor 
authorization for all expedites. 
In the context of the abovementioned 
products and features, KPMG 
Consulting examined the --Order ani 
Order requirements, r equ id  cu stomer 
information, standard intervals, and 
expedite procedures in the Wholesale 
and Retail environments and Found the 
to be functionally eauivalent. 

~~ -~ 

During the mume of KPMG 
Consulting’s comparative analysis of 
Qwest-produced HPC measures to 
KPMG Consulting-produced H PC 
measures, KPMG Consulting family 
identified a discrepancy in the reportin 
of Firm Order Confirmations (FOG) 
for PID PO-5. For Test 12, this 
comparative analysis involved the PO 
family measures. 
B d  on the completion of the Libaq 
Consulting re-audit of the PID mecuurc 
and the resolution of the observation 
associated with the PO-5 discrepancy, 
KPMG Consulting concluded that 
Qwest satisfactorily addrased tbk 
issue. 
Due to humn error issues identified in 
Exception 3 120 and Observation 31 10 
regarding manual processing of data 
intended for usc in PID reporting, 
KPMG Consulting identified a need fo 
additional retesting. 
Without finther retesting specifically 
designed to assess the impact of bumar 
error on the accuracy and completena 
of Qwest’s PID reporting, KPMG 
Consulting is unable to conclude that 
west satisfied this evaluation criterioi 
On a focus call held May 24,2002, 
Qwesr elected not to conduct any 

http:/Ewww.qwe


4 

tion 3120 for additional 
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Tabla 12-9: Pre-Or&r Error Message Response Timeliness 

Table 12-10: Firm Order Confirmarion (FOC) Timeliness on Flow Tkrongh 

All 

Westan 

W P  

RoaicNNE-P 

ResaldJNE-P 

99.89% 

wr 30 30 loo.? 

WE-Loop ED1 216 215 99.54% 

GUI 23 23 100% 

95% nlumed within 
20 minuter 
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Figure 12-2: EDI Resale and UNE-P Flow Through 
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Figure I 2 4  ED1 UNE-Loop Flow Through 
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f" Figure 12-6: EDILNP Flow Through 
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t I 

RCdC"4E-P ED1 432 415 96.06% 

GUI 37 36 97.29% 

UNE-LOOp ED1 530 515 97.16% 

GUI 54 49 90.74% 

Earmn I 
ED1 I 354 I 338 95.480? 

I 

I 

W # t m  

GUI 37 34 1 91.Wo 

ResaldVNE-P @DI 411 394 95.86% 

GUI 28 28 100.00% 

WE-Loop ED1 504 493 97.81% 

Gut 55 54 98.18% 
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Figure 12-8: CUI Resale & UNE-P Nan-Flow Through 
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Figure 12-9: EDi UNE-Loop Non-How Through 
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Figure 12-10: GUI UNE-Loop Non-Flow Through 
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Table 12-12: Local Service Rejection Notice Interval Timeliness 
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Figure 12-12: EDI (XSC) Manual Rejects 
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Figure 12-13: CUI (ISC) Manual Rej 
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Figure I2-I4: EDI (BPL) Auio-Rejects 
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Figure 12-19: CUI (BPL) Auto-Rejecis 
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Table 12-13: Functional Acknowledgement Timeliness 

' I  In the absence of an established PID. KPMG Consulting stablisfred a benchmark of 95% of ordm received FAs within 18 
seconds. '' Functional Acknowledgements received prior to the nsolutioa of Exception 3032 were excluded from the timeliness 
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Figure 12-16: Functional Acknowledgment (FA) Timeliness 
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Table 12-14: Functional Acknowledgements in Response to LSRs Submitted via EDI 
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Table 12-15: Expected Order Responses 

CUI 4 4 95% 100% 

UNE-Loop* ED1 I 358 758 586 14 95% 98.%% 

GUI 68 63 5 95% 100% 

All TYPCJ ED1 41w 276 I 1897 51  95% 98.92% 

95% I 98.7% I 2401 1 1197 1174 I 

from the 14 Non-flow through resale and WE-P orders submitted prior to the resolution of Observation 3001 wcrc excluded from the 
calculation. S&Observation 3001 for additional inforktion. 

‘I Seven orders were excluded because of invalid stadstop times. Five orders wen excluded because of version errors by the P- 
CLEC. 
Six  ordcrs (4 ResaIdUNE-P, 1 UNE-LOop, and 1 LNP) were excluded because of invaiid start/stop times, as defined by the 
PID. 
Two orders were excluded because of invalid stadstop times, as defined by the PID. In addition, me order was excluded 
becausc of an invalid test case. 
Two FOCs for WE-L 2 Wire Analog (Central Region) orders and one FOC for WE-Loop 2 Wire Analog (Eastem Region) 
order were counted based on expected flow through indicator rather tban on actual flow through indicator. KPMG Consulting 

46 

41 

I 

prior to the mlunon of Ob 3001 were excluded. See 



T d l e  12- I6: Rejected Percentage of LSRs yl 

GUI 

ED1 

GUI 

ED1 

Central 

WCSIm 

22.50.h I20 27 

40.4SYe 3,258 1.318 

20.23% I73 35 

32.06% 3,063 982 

Table 12-1 7: Rejects Received after FOC Received 

GUI 5.10% 490 25 

ED1 0.94% I 9,656 1 91 
I 

Facsimile 0.h 56 0 I 

Table 12-1 8: Work Completion Notifications Received 

99.41% 5274 5,243 31 

-1 
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P- 

12-A. Test Results: POP Functional Evaluation (Test 12) 

1.0 Description 

The POP Functional Evaluation analyzd Qwest*s wholesale pre-order, order, and post-order 
processes. To evaluate these processes, the P-CLEC submitted transactions over Qwest’s wholesale 
interfikces and recorded the results. The interfaces includd . . . Manual processes, where applicable. 

Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA) Electronic Data Interchange (EDI); 
IMA Graphical User Interface (GUI); and, 

HP evaluated @est functionality provided to CLECs for wholesale pre-order, order, and post-order 
processing, and assessed how effectively CLECs can use Qwest’s Operations Support Systems (OSS) 
interfaces. The primary focus was on transaction submissions, and receipt of pre-order, order, and 
post-order responses. 

2.0 Method 

This section summarizes Qwest‘s published CLEC-unpacting system functionaiity and p-. The 
P-CLEC used the published materials as its guidelines when conducting the test execution and analysis 

2. I Business Process Descrtption 

CECs  perform pre-ordering, ordering, and post-ordering functions, to order Unbundled Network 
Element (UNE) or Resale products and services. &-order transactions enable the CLEC to obtain 
information necessary for the preparation of orders, and prevent delays when processing Local Service 
Requests (LSRs). For ordering products and services, CLECs prepan: and submit LSRs, either 
electronically or maowally, to Qwest. The post-order phase includes errors, jeopardies, status inquiries, 
status updates, Finn Order Confunnations (FOCs), and Service Order Completions (SOCs). 

r’. 

2.1. I Pre-Urder Transaction Processing 

CLECs perform a set of pre-ordering transactions designed to prevent delays when processing an LSR 
for UNE or Resale products and services. Rot  to submitting an LSR, the CLEC completes pre-order 
hctions via Qwest*s webbad IMA GUI or an application-to-appfication ED1 interface. For CL.ECs 
that order products manually, Qwest’s interconnect Service Center ( I S 0  can assist with the 
completion of most pre-order functions. 

Pre-order tmsactions a product specific, and include: Address Vdidatioa Appomment Availability, 

€&emuion, Facility Availabiiity Query, Service Availabii Query, Loqr Qoawication, connecting 
Facility Assignment (CFA) Vatidation, Design Layout Record (DLR) Query, Raw Lmp Data Query, 
Meet Point Query, and 

I Appointment Selection, Customer Service Record (CSR) Q u q ,  Telephone Number 0 

ts and TN Reservations. Each of 
~ 

transactionsisexpiainedin 
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2.1.1. I Address Yalidation 
4 

The Address Validation (AVQ function enables a CLEC to match a customer address (provided by 
the CLEC) to an address in Qwest’s OSS. A valid customer address is required to submit LSRs for 
products and services. if the customer address on the LSR does not match, the order will be rejected 
CLECs can validate up to ten addresses in a work session. For some types of customer addresses, 
such as residential or small business customers, CLECs may perform address validations by using the 
customer’s existing TN. 

2. I .  I .2 

CLECs may perfom a CSR Quay (CSRQ) to review a customer’s current account (i.e,, the products 
and services to which a customer currently subscribs) when the customer requests existing service 
changes, or requests a s&ce provider change. Though a CSR Query is not required for all orders, the 
function enables CLECs to avoid account problems when transf- customers h m  one provider to 
another. Reviewing the utomer’s CSR also allows the CLEC to determine the current status (e.g., 
‘‘live,” ‘‘suspend,” etc.) of the account 

2. I .  1.3 

The TN Reservation process allows the CLEC to reserve T N s  from a bank of available numbers stored 
in Qwest’s OSS. A TN Resexvation is required to order new service, add m additional line to an 
existing customer account, or change a customer’s existing TN. The process is in two steps: 1.) 
performing the Telephone N u m k  Availability (I’NAQ) and, 2.) performing the Telephone Number 
Selection (TNSQ). Qwest will reject orders that require a TN if the CLEC does not first reserve a 
number through the TN Reservation pre-arder fimction. 

To cancel the TN reservation, the CLEC performs the Cancellation Query (CTQ) for elephone 
reservations. 

2.1. I. 4 

CLECs use the Facility Availability Query (FAQ) to verify in Qwest’s OSS whether Wties currently 
exist or if new facilities are required to provision a customep’s service v t .  CLECs can use the 
FacllRy Availability Query to confkm facilities exist when requesting Design S&ces, High Capacity 
Service+ POTS conversions to Unbundled Loops, and POTS and ISDN facilities. 

CLECs use FAQ to determine if a facility can handle the type and volume of ISDN lines requested, to 
determix ifthe loop Is qualifiedto carry DSL M c ,  ortodetemune ifthelineisquahfiedf0rADSL 
loop compatiiity. The Loop Qualifcation fiuzction is a query only and does not reserve the querkd 

Customer Service Record LCSR) Query 

Telephone Number (nvi Reservation 

4 

Facility Availability Query 

Availability Query 

The Service AvailabiLity Query (SAQ) function the CLEC to confirm that a Qwest Central 
Ofice (GO) supports the products, services, and d e r s  requested by customers served by that CO. 

b m  the CLEC’s c 
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)4 
Service Availability Query filnction identifies and displays the Universal Senrice Order Codes (USOCs) 
that can be resold. If an LSR is submitted with invdid USOCs, the order may be rejected. 

2. I ,  I. 6 

The Appointment Resewation process allows a CLEC to resenre an appointment date and time for a 
technician to insGill requested services at the end-user's premise. The process is in two steps: 1.) 
ped.orming the AppOintment Availability Quexy (AAQ), and 2.) paforming the Appointment Selection 
(ASQ). To cancel the Appointment resesvatiOn, the CLEC performs the Cancellation Query (CTQ) for 
appointment reservations. 

2. I .  I .  7 

Appointment Reservation 

Connecting Facility Assignment (CFA) Validation 

CLEO use the CFA Validation (CFAQ) pre-order function to determrne ' the CFA adbiI i ty  at a 
particular location. CLECs can perform a query by cable group, which displays a list of all valid CFAs 
in a cable p u p ,  and identifies both available and unavailable CFAs. CLECs can afso p y a  slngle 
CFA to receive information about a particular slot within a cable group.' 

2.1.1.8 Design Layout Record (DLR) Quety 
I .  A DLR contains technical information descniing a Qwest-provided M t ' s  fsciiities and temmat~ Om. 

Using the DLR Query (DLRQ) functiors a CLEC can input a Circuit DD for which it has control or 
ownership, and submit a request for the DLR of the Circuit. The function allows the CLEC to view the 
DLR on the screen, and e-mait or print the infomation. 

2.1.1.9 Raw Loop Data Quety 

The Raw Loop Data Query (RLDQ) enables CLECs to access raw loop data for Qwest facilities. The 
data is broken out by segment and sub-segment of the loop. The CLEC can perform a query for up to 
twenty customer "Ns. For each working TN, the Raw Loop Data Query displays data 6r  the entire 
loop, with a section for each loop segment and a subsection for each sub-segment of the loop segment. 
Additionally, CLEO can perform queries by customer address for assigned or unassigned loops. For 
assigned loops, the 9ugr returns loop information for west-provided TNs and CLEC UNE loops at 
the customer address. For unassigned loops, the quexy returns raw loop infomration for spare loops at 
the customer address. The Query also displays data for performing dculatiom and deterrmning 
whether the loop qualifies to ca~cy DSL service. 

2. I .  I .  IO 

The Meet Point Quay (MPQ) pre-order function supports Qwest's Shared Loop service. CLECs can 
use the Meet Point Query to retrieve a list of between one and five individual meet points, or a range of 

Meet Point Quey 



only R$UITIS the first ten meet points in a specified mge. To see additional meet points in the specified 
range, the CLEC must adjust the range and submit a new query. 4 

2. I .2 Order Transaction Processing 

Qwest offers various ordering methods to submit service requests for UNE, Resale, or Interconnection 
products and services with associated features and functions. The order process starts with the CLEC's 
submission of a service request to @est Service requests can be submitted electronically or rnandy. 
EleccrOnic access can be achieved t h e  merent ways. First, CLEG can dial up and log on to 
Qwest's wholesale ordering systems fiom local computers. Second, CLECs can connect directly via a 
dedicated circuit using IMA EDI. Third, CLECs can use web access to IMA CUI. CLECs without 
electronic capabilities may order marulituy via facsimile transmission of sewice requests. 

2. I .2. I 

CLECs may use Telecommunicatiom Momtion Access Ordering (TELIS) and M A  for the electronic 
submission of Service requests. "ELIS allows CLECs to electmnically submit Access Service Requests 
(ASRs) to order interconnecton trunk@ and facilities between it and Qwest.* I[MA allows CLECs to 
submit LSRs via a webbased GUI or through an application-to-application ED1 interfke. Manual 
ordering is perf i ied via the submission of fkcsixniles to Qwest's service centers. 

2.1.2.1.1 I u 4  EDI 

CLECs using ED1 are able to exchange business informaton h m  computer to computer in a pre- 
defined electronic format. CLECs submit pre-order queries and LSRs electronically to the Qwest IMA 
ED1 intdce.  Responses to CLEC transactions are retuned in an electronic format and may be posted 
directly to the CLEC's computer systems. 

ED1 uses clearly specified fields and formatting, eliminating the need for CLECs to enter service request 
infamation into multiple systems, and allows for automation of the CLEC's systems. CLECs that use 
ED1 to submit pre-order, order, and post-order transactions to @est may choose to integrate their 
intemal systems to eliminate the need to re-enter data from pre-order transaction responses into other 
pre-order queries OT order transactions? 

2.1.2.1.2 IMA GUI 

Qwst's IMA GUI allows CLECs to process pre-order, order, and post-order transactions through a 
series of browser-based screens. The information is exchanged in data file fbmt IMA GUI does not 

Ordering Inredace Options 

-1 

require the CLEC to develop its own software, and enables dw: CLEC to access west ' s  OSS via 
web-based applications. 

to the scope ofthe test, thc 
use or e v h t e  Qwcst's TELIS appliion. 
As pan of its testing activities, H 

R ordm br product$ and services As such. 

der. and post-order integration capabilities 



2.1.2. I .  3 Manual Facsimile Ordering 

CLECs that do not have access to Qwest's electronic interfaces may submit LSRs to Qwest via 
facsimile. A confirmation of receipt will be retumed to the CLEC's fax machine. If the appropriate 
forms or fields are not coxnpiete or accurate, the sewice request will be rehnned, via a Notice of 
Rejection, with an explanation of what is d e d  to process the request. Qwest returns FOCs on 
manual ordm via fax Order completions are identifled on the CLEC's Loss and Completion Reports. 

2.1.2.2 Order Process Flows 

Once CLECs perform the necessary pre-ordenng fhctions and submit LSRS, the orders will foliow one 
of the follotbg order flows: Normal, Exception, Supplemental, and Jeopardy. It is also possible to 
follow combinations of the flows, depending on the presence and Severity of errom. 

2.1.2.2.1 Normal Order Flow 

Lf a CLEC submits an LSR tbat complies with d of @est3 product requirements and business des, 
Qwest processes the order armpleteiy. This scenario, called the Normal Order Flow, is error-fie, has 
no jeo$ardy situations, and no supplemental orders are issued against the on@ LSR The processing 
of the LSR generates a FOC and, eventually, a SOC. 

Figure 12A- 1.1 , below, represents the Normal Order Flow for an LSR submitted via IMA EDI. 

f'. 

Figure 12A-1.1: Normal Order Flow4 
f4. 

oc- 

'This diagnm is talr 
2002. Available at: 
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1. A Purchase Order is initiated by the CLEC, translated by the CLEC’s Translator/Gateway to an 850 Purchase 

positive 997 Functional Acknowledgment (FA) to the CLEC. The translator then maps the 850 Purchase Order to 
an application file format Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA). The IMA gateway is a middleware that performs 
order content edits and interacts with the Service Order Processor (SOP) in the Operating Support System (os% 
When the resulting service request passes all SOP edits, it becomes a pending order. 
After the SOP accepts the pending order, a Firm Order Confirmation (FOC) message is sent to IMA. The IMA 
gateway formats and forwards the FOC message to the ED1 TransIatorlGatcway, where the message i s  mapped 
into an 855 FOC and transported to the CLEC’s TranslatodGateway. A 997 Functional Acknowledgment will be 
returned to Qwest to confirm the receipt. 

Upon completion of the service order request, the SOP generates a Completion Notification to IMA. The IMA 
formats and forwards the Completion Notification to the Translator/Cateway where the message is mapped to an 
865 Completion and transported to the CLEC. A 997 (FA) will be returned to Qwest to confirm the receipt. 

Order, and passed to the west  TranslatodGateway. Qwest’s translator performs a syntax check and returns a -1 

i 
2. 

3. 

2.1.2.2.2 Exception Order Flow 

If‘an LSR fiils IMA edits, it follows the Exception order Flow, and Qwest’s systems return the order 
to the CLEC with one or more error codes. The CLEC must corm3 the LSR before west systems 
can process the order to completion. In most cases, a CLEC can either resubmit the request with the 
same PON and an inmented version number, submit T corrected LSR with a new PON, or call the 
service center to discuss the errors. When aiI errors are corrected or cleared, Qwest systems return a 
FOC to the CLEC. The order then follows the N o d  Order Flow. If the resubmitted LSR contains 
errors, it reverts back to the Exception Order Flow for m e r  corntion. 

There are three categories of errors or rejects that can occur during the processing of a CLEC’s LSR 
norrfatal, fatal, and Central Office embargoes. Norrfatal errors are errors that an ISC representative 
may be able to correct with the CLEC’s approval. Fatal Errors, or Fatal Rejects, occur when Qwest 
does not have enough data, or does not have the correct data, to process a CLEC’s Service request. 
Also, if the CLEC’s LSR does not codonn to certain business des, the LSR will mebe a Business 
Process Layer (BPL) Fatal error. An LSR that receives a Fatal Error must be re-submitted by the 
CLEC to be processed and provisioned. The third error category is Centrat OEce embargoes. IMA 
validates whether the Desired Due Date ODD) of the LSR falls within a published embargo period for 
the specified Cend OEce/Switch by NPA-N?UC or CLLI code, and, if it does, IMA rejects with a 
message detailing the dates of the embargo. 

In the Exception Order Flow, orders can receive Fatal or Non-fatal rejections. Fatal errors prevent the 
order fiom processing, whereas Non-htal errors can be fuced and reprocessed The two types of Fatal 
mors are system generated and manually genmted. To correct a system-generated Fatal error, the 
CLEC must submit a corrected LSR with the original PON. Or, the CLEC may submit an entirefy new 

4 
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I /4 representative accepts a verbat correction from the CLEC, Qwest returns a FOC to the CLEC with the 

CRAG field marked and the corrections noted in the remarks section of the LSR. If the CLEC does 
not respond to a Nopfatal enor received prior to the generation of a FOC within two ISC business 
hours, or received after generation of a FOC within four BC business hours, the ISC will send a 
manually generated Fatal error to the CUC, and the LSR foliows the Exception order Flow. 

Figure 12A- 1.2, below, represents the Exception order Flow for an LSR submitted via IMA EDI. 

Figure 12A-1.2: Exception Order F l o d  

a O R * d u a  
- 0 1 6 . 4  

*- 

*- 

I. If an 850 Purchase Order fails IMA edits, an 855 System Fatal is returned to the CLEC with one or more fatal 
error codes. 

3. If an 850 Purchase Order receives a Manual Fatal, the CLEC should resubmit the request with the same PON 
and an iucrcmented version. If an 850 Purchase Order receives a non- fd  error, the CLEC can either 

, resubmit the request with the same PON and an incrementcd version or call the service center to discuss the 
enor(s). 

Suppitmental (SUP) and provisioning of the service has begun. 

2002. Available at: 



S. If an e m  is detected after the FOC is sent, or if there is a problem meeting the commitment on the local 

will negotiate a new due date and send a new FOC. If the jeopardy is caused by non-Qwest conditions, the 
CLEC must submit a supplemental request to correct the condition with the same PON and incremented 
version number as the original request. If this jeopardy caused the due date to be missed, the suppiemental 
request must include a revised due date. 

service request, an 865 Jeopardy Notice will be sent. If the jeopardy is caused by Qwest conditions, Qwest -1 

6. Upon completion of the service order request, an 865 Completion notice will be sent  

I 
2.1.2.2.3 Supplemental Order Flow 

When the CLEC has a need to change an order, it issues a Supplemental LSR, and the order follows 
the Supplemental Order Flow. CLECh must submit Supplemental LSRs with the origrnal PON and an 
incremated version number. If the CLEC sends a Supplement prior to receiving a response for the 
originai transaction, the Supplement replaces the original LSR Consequently, the CLEC receives a 
FOC on the Supplemental order only. For every Supplemental order that is submitted, Qwest returns a 
FOC only if the Supplement passes all edits before the receipt of a subsequent Supplemental o&. 
Supplemental orders follow the same steps as the Exception Order Flow or the Normal Order Flow, 
depending on any errors present in the LSR 

CLECs can submit three p s  of Supplemental orders to Qwest: cancels, due date changes, and 
“othm.” Fht,  a Supplement of “1 -Cancel” indicates that Qwest should cancel the pending service 
request m its entirety. A Supplement of “2 -New Desired Due Date’’ indicates the pending service 
request requires ody a change in the requested delivery date of the service. A Supplement of “3- 
other” indicates CLEC is questing any other change, or a combination of changes, for the pen- 
service request. 

Figure 12A- 1 -3, below, represents the Supplemental order Flow for an LSR submitted via ?MA EDI. 
k# 
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Figure 12A-1.3: Supplementat Order Flow' 

1. 

2. 

If the 860 Supplemental (SUP) fails the IMA edits, an 865 System Fatal Etror, 865 FATAL, will be rmrned to 
the CLEC with one or more fatal error codes. 

The CLEC should resolve the errors and re-submit the 860 Supplemental (SUP). While an 860 Supplrmentd 
(SUP) is in progress, the CLEC should wait until the current 860 Supplemental (SUP) is confirmed (865 FOC) 
or an mor  is received (865 FATAL or 865 Non-Fatal) before issuing another 860 Supplemental (SUP). 
If an 860 Purchase Order receives a non-fatal error, the CLEC can either resubmit the request with the same 
PON and an incrcmented version or call the service center to discuss the mor@). If an 860 purchase Order 
receives a Manual Fatal error, the CLEC should resubmit the request with the same PON and an ineremmted 
version. 

When the 860 Supplemental (SUP) is posted to the SOP, an 865 FOC will be returned to the CLEC. This 
confirmation indicates that the SOP has accepted the 860 Supplemental (SUP), and provisioning of the 
service has begun. 

if Qwest has a problem meeting the commitment on the local service request, and the CLEC has chosen to 
receive notification via IMA EDI. a Jeopardy Notification will be issued. If this occurs, an 865 Jeopardy 
Notification is sent. If the jeopardy is caused by Qwest conditions, Qwest will negotiate a new due date and 
send a new FOC. If the jeopardy is caused by non-Qwcst conditions, the CLEC must submit a supplrm~ntal 
request to C O K ~  the condition with the same PON and incmnented version number as the original request. 
If this jeopardy caused the due date to be missed, the supplemental request must include a revised due date 
Ifan error i s  found after the FOC is sent, an 865 Jeopardy will be sent. 

3. 

4. 

5. Upon completion o 865 Completion notice will be sent. 

ness Model, dated Febnrary 18, 
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2.1.2.2.4 Jeopardy Order Flow 

If an mor is detected on a CLEC‘s LSR after Qwest sends the FOC, or if Qwest estimates it will miss 
its commitment on the LSR, Qwest sends a Jeopardy Notice to the CLEC. If Qwest conditions caused 
the jeopardy, Qwest negotiates a new due date and sends a new FOC. If noxkQwest conditions caused 
the jeopardy, the CLEC must submit a Supplemental LSR, with the o r i d  PON and incmented 
version number, to correct the condition. If the jeopardy causes the due date to be missed, the 
Supplemental LSR must include a revised due date. If Qwest determines the jeopardy is caused by the 
CLEC, the CLEC has 30 days to submit its Suppiemental LSR or the order will be canceled. 

Figure 12A- I .3, above, mcludes a depiction of the Jeopardy order Flow for an LSR submitted via 
IMA EDI. The Jeopardy Order Flow is hstrated in references 4 and 5. 

.r/ 

2.2 Scenarios 

The POP Functional Evaluation used the scenarios identified in the MTP, Appendix D. The P-CLEC 
submitted pre-order and order transactions based upon test cases developed by the Test Administrator 
hrn the Appendix D scenarios. 

2.3 Test Targets & Measures 

The test target was to evaluate the functionality of Qwest’s wholesale OSS intedaces in supporting 
CLECs’ pre-ordenng, ordering, and post-orderiug requirements. pn>cesses, sub-processes, and 
evaluation rnemms are summarizwf m the following tabie. The last column, “Test Cross-Reference,” 
indicates where the particular measures are addressed in section 3.1, “Results & Analysis.” 

4 
Table 12A-I.1: Test Target Cross-Reference 

Interface Availability 

1 2 4 1  to 1243 



Test Report Qwat  OSS EVRlu8tiOt1 

Address Validation (AVQ) x x  x x x  
Appointment Availability (AAQ) x “ x x x  
Appointment Selection (ASQ) x x  x x  

Unbundied Loops 

I 

Line SharingtShared 
LOOP 

Unbundled Dark Fiber 

IMA mr Completeness of Response, 12-5-1 to 12-53 

IMA GUI 

Manual Information 

IMA ED1 Completeness of Response. 12-64 to 12-63 

IMA GUI 

Manual In fannation 

Clarity and Accuracy of Error 
Messages, Usability of 

Clarity and Accuracy of Error 
Messages, Usability of I 

Manual Completeness of Response, 12-7-1 to 12-7-3 
Clarity and Accuracy of Enor 
Messages, Usability of 
Infomation 

2.4 Evaluation Metho& 

During the period fiom March 2001 to April 2002, HP, in its role as the P-CLEC, submitted Various 
pre-order, order, and post-order transactions to compile a data set of transaction responses ftom 
Qwest. 

Table 12- 1.2, below, provides a breakdown of the pre-order, order, and post-order transactions that 
the P-CLEC submitted via Qwest’s interface options - fMA EDI, IMA GUT,, and Manual ordering.’ 
Due to the schedute of the P-CLEC’s transaction testing activities, the P-CLEC processed its electronic 
transactions in various IMA Releases, and prepared manual orders under both LSOG3 and LSOG5 
ordennggUidelines.8 

Table 12A-1.2: P-CLEC Pre-Order/Order Transactions 

I Pre-Order I 

’ The product categories within Tabk 12-1.2 include both order and postsrdcr activities hat the P-CLEC performed. &cause 
the P-CLEC’s testing activities dealt with the complete lifecyfle of LSR processing. HP is evaluating both order and post-order 
activities as one element. 
Table 12.4-1.2 reflects only the manual order forms that thc PCLEC submitted to Qwest for proccssing. The PCLEC 
prepared manual ordcr forms under LSOG3 for its manual ordering aansactions. However, the P-CLEC did not submit these 
LSOG3 manual orders due to opm Observations and Exceptions addressing manual fonn deficiarcies. Qwest impIemmtcd 
LSW5 for its manual ordning forms kfore thwc Observations and Exceptions were resolved, which resulted m the P-CLEC - 

I...., 
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Test Report Qwcct OSS Evduation 
~ 

4 

I Raw Loop Data (RI-DQ) x x  

4 
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To assist m its pre-order, order and post-order transaction testing activities, the P-CLEC used 
documentation publicly available on Qwest’s wholesale website,” or resources provided to the P- 
CLEC by its Account Team. HP’s Test 10 report, the Order and Transaction Creation Documentation 
Eduation, evaluates the effectiveness of these mources and documentation. The P-CLEC believes 
that it did not receive of use any materials in its pre-order, order, and post-order transaction processing 
that Qwest does not make available to all CLEG. 

2.5 Analysis Methods 

The P-CLEC recorded and tracked each transaction submitted through Qwest’s OSS, and logged 
subsequent responsesy including firnctional acknowledgements, FOCs, emrs and rejects, jeopardy 
notices, and SOCs. The PCLEC compared each response it received to its expectations. The P- 
CLEC based its expectations on its understandmg of Qwest documentation, published process flows, 
and business rules. 

Whenever the P-CLEC received an unexpected response from Qwest on a transaction, it reviewed the 
transaction details to ascertain whether the error was the result of inaccurate test case data, transaction 
entry mor, or a Qwest system or processing issue. If the source of the error was test case &a HP 
worked with the Test Administrator to correct the test case data so the transaction could be 
mbmitted. For transaction entry errors, HP reviewed the transactions, corrected any fields that 
contahed incorrect information or formatting, and resubmitted the test transactions. Finally, ifthe error 
was determined to have been caused by a Qwest system or processing issue, Hp presented the issue in 
a f d  Observation or Exeption report. 

/1 

NOTE: By the date of this report, all HP Test Incident Reports (i.e., all Observations and Exceptions) 
were “Closed-Resolved.” 



HP used the data gathered h m  the submission and analysis of the P-CLEC's test transactions to 
determine if essential elements of Qwest's processes were present, and whether Qwest followed its 
published processes. Data items were analyzed against the evaluation cnterh listed in Section 3.1, 
below, in order to assess the results of QweSrs pre-order, order, and post-order processing 

J 

@Ol7lX&X. 

3.0 Results Summary 

This section identifies the discrete evaluation criteria and test results. 

3.1 Results & Analysis 

The results of this test are presented in the table below. Def~tions of evaluation criteria, possible 
results, and exceptions are provided in Section II. Summaries of HP Observations and Excepbons 
referemed in the comments, and their resolutio~~, are Iocated in Appendix HP-A 

Table 12A-1.3: Evaluation Criteria and Results 

Qwcst's 1MA ED1 interface is  
regularly available for CLECs 
to submit prc-order and order 
transactions and receive 
transaction responses. 

Satisfied The P-CLEC used the IMA ED1 interface to 
submit transactions and receive responses 
of the types identified in Table 12-1.2. 

During testing, HP recorded those instances 
in which the P-CLEC was either a.) unable to 
submit transactions via ?MA EDI; or, b.) 
unable to receive transaction responses via 
M A  EDI. 

The PCLEC identified issues pertaining to 
these instances in the following Incident 

Lc' 

Reports. I I Observations: 2022,2030,2054,2059. 

Qwest's IMA GUI interface is 
regularly available for CLECs 
to submit pre-order and order 
transactions and receive 
transaction responses. 

Satisfied 

Exaptions. 2015,2016,2018,2019,2021, 
2022.2029,2045. 

The P-CLEC used M A  GUI to submit 
transactions and receive responses for 
those transaction types identified in Table 
12-1.2. 

HP recorded those instances in which the P- 
CLEC was unable to submit transactions to, 
or receive mponses from, IMA GUI. 

The PCLEC identified issues pertaining to 
the IMA GUI interface in the followin 
Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2022,2030,2090. 

Exceptions:201~2015,2018,2019,2045. 
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12-2-2 

12-2-3 

Qwest provides complete 
responses to CLEC pre-order 
transactions. 

Error messages returned for 
prc-order transactions clearly 
md accurately explain the 
sause and source of the 
transaction error. 

The P-CLEC was able to 
&nit valid pre-order 
ransactions based upon 
iublicly available west 
nfonnation. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

satisfied 

The PCLEC adhered to Qwest-provided 
training and documentation to complete 
IMA ED1 and IMA GUI preorder 
transactions. 

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to 
the completeness of responses for preorde! 
transactions in the following Incident 
Reports. 
Observations: 2026,2054,2O6t, 2070,2078, 
2082 

Exceptions 2M5,2077. 
Of the 35,780 ED1 pre-order responses 
received during the test. the P-CLEC 
received 18 responses (0.05%) from %est 
that contained syntactical errors and 
generated a negative 997 Functional 
Acknowledgment (FA) from the P-CLEC’s 
ED1 translator. These mors were all the 
result of an mor in Qwest’s mapping of the 
PO1 segment of the 855 response to a 
Facilities Availability Qucry (FAQ) when the 
FAQ was submitted with a zero (0) in the 
WLMUM field. Qwest notified the CLEC 
community of this error on November I ,  
2001, and corrected the issue on November 
6,2001. 

The P-CLEC processed IMA ED1 and IMA 
GUI pre-order transactions. The P-CLEC 
submitted, as part of its preorder test 
transactions, test cases that included 
planned errors. 
The PCLEC evaluated the clarity and 
iccuracy of the error messages and found 
them to be satistgctory overall. The P-CLEC 
identified issues pertaining to pre-order error 
messages in the following Incident Reports. 

Dbservations: 2044,2047. 
Exceptions: 2059,2066,2082,2085. 

!‘he PCLEC used pubiicfy available @est 
jocurnentation. provided via Account 
Management channels or from the Qwest 
i~holesale website, when processing pre- . 
xder transactions for products and 
wviccs. Where the P-cwEC’s experience 
iifferd fmm Qwest documentation, the P- 

May 28.2002 I t -A-IS  
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12-3- 1 

12-3-2 

12-3-3 

Qwest provides complete 
responses to CLEC Resale 
order and post-order 
transactions. 

Error messages returned for 
Resale order and post-ordcr 
transactions clearly and 
accurately explain the cause 
and source of the transaction 
error. 

The PGLEC was able to 
submit valid Resale order 
transactions based upon 
publicly available West 
information. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

CLEC noted the discrepency to Qwest and 
requested a change or clarification. 

HP identified issues pertaining to the 
usability of Qwest information in pre-ordcr 
transaction processing in the following 
Incident Reports. 

Observations: 2014,2057,2078. 
Exceptions: 2048,2059,2063,2069,2072 , 
2080 

The P-CLEC used west-provided training 
and documentation to complete IMA EDI, 
M A  GUI, and manual order and post-order 
transactions for Resale products. 
The PCLEC identified issues pertaining to 
the completeness of responses for Resale 
transactions in the following Incident 
Reports. 
Observations:2048,2054,2059,2086. 
Exceptions: 201 9,2029,2032,2033,2036. 
2037,2057.2068,2086,2087,2088. 

Of the 33.358 ED1 order responses received 
during the test, the PCLEC did not receive 
any responses from Qwest that contained 
syntactical errors gmerating a negative 997 
Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the 
P-CLEC's ED1 translator. 
The P-CLEC processed IMA EDI. IMA GUI, 
and manual resale order and post-ordcr 
transactions. The P-CLEC submitted, as part 
of these test transactions, test cases that 
included planned errors. 

HP evaluated the clarity and accuracy of the 
error messages and found them to be 
satisfactory overall. HP identified issues 
pertaining to resale transaction error 
messages in the following Incident Reports. 

Observations: 2048,205 1,2053,2089, 2094. 

Exceptions: 2007,2014,2030,203 1,2032, 
2033.2034,2049,2054,2058,2071.2089. 

The PCLEC relied on Qwest's publicly 
available documentation, obtained tiOm the 
Qwest wholesale website and via the Qwest 
Account Team, to complete its Resale order 
and post-order transaction processing. 
Where the PCLEC's experience d i f f d  
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L 2 4 2  

?west provides complete 
Fsponses to CLEC UNEP 
md UNU: order transactions 

~~ 

lrror messages returned for 
JNJ5P and UNE-C order 
ransactions clearly and 
rccurately explain the cause 
md source of the transaction 
mor. 

Satisfied 

iatisfied 

from the Qwest documentation, the P-CLEC 
noted the discrepancy to Qwest and 
requested a change or clarification. 

HP identified issues pertaining to Qwest 
information, with regard to Resale order and 
post-order transaction processing, in the 
following Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2045,2069. 

Exceptions: 2005.2019,2028,2029,2030. 

2041.2042,2043,2044,H)46,2047,2048,2050 
203 I ,  2o3~,2o33.2034.2o3~,2o37,2o38. 2039 

2071,2073.2076.2078.2081. ' 

The PCLEC adhered to Qwest-provided 
training and documentation to complete 
order and post-order transactions for UNE-P 
and UNE-C. The P-CLEC submitted test 
transactions for W E - P  and UNE-C products 
and services via IMA EDI, Ih?A GU?, and 
manual facsimile. 

The PCLEC identified issues pertaining to 
the completeness of responses for UNEr 
P W C  order transaction processing in the 
following Incident Reports. 

Observations: 2054,2079,2086.2088. 

Exceptions: 2026,2029,2032,2033,2036, 
2037,2068,2084,2086,2087. 

Of the 33,358 ED1 order responses received 
during the test, the P-CLEC did not receive 
any responses from Qwest that contained 
syntactical errors generating a negative 997 
Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the 
P-CLEC's ED1 translator. 

The PCLEC processed UNE-P and UNEC 
order and post-order transactions via IMA 
EDI, IMA GUI, and manual facsimile. The P- 
CLEC submitted, as part o f  these test 
transactions, test cases that included 
planned errors. 
The PCLEC evaluated the clarity and 
accuracy of the error messages and found 
them to be satisfactory overall. The P m  
identified isms peflaining to WE-P and 
UNEC error messages in the following 
Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2032.2033.2067. 

IT-A- I? 
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12-5-1 

12-5-2 

The P-CLEC was able to 
submit valid UNE-P and UNE- 
C order transactions based 
upon publicly available Qwest 
information. 

Qwest provides complete 
responses to CLEC 
Unbundled Loop order and 
post-order transactions. 

Error messages returned for 
Unbundled Loop order and 
post-order transactions clearly 
and accurately explain the 
cause and source of the 
transaction error. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

Exceptions: 2007,2013,2014,2026.2030, 
203 I .  2032,2033,2034,2052,2056,2071,2089. 

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest 
documentation, obtained via the Qwest 
wholesale website and the Qwest Account 
Team. to complete its UNE-P and UNE-C 
transactions. Where Qwest documentation 
differed from the P-CLEC's experience, the P- 
CLEC noted the discrepancy to Qwest and 
requested a change or clarification. 

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to 
Qwest information, with regard to UNgP 
and WE-C transaction processing, in the 
following Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2032,2033,2045.2049,2073. 

Exceptions: 2005,2009,2010,2012,2027, 
2028,2029,2030,2031,2032,2033.2034,2036, 
2037.2039,2041,2042,2043.2044.2048.2070, 
207!.2073,2076,2078,2084. 

The PCLEC completed order and post-ordcr 
transactions for Unbundled Loops via IMA 
EDI, IMA GUI, and manual facsimile. 

Qwest generally provided complete 
responses to the P-CLEC's Unbundled Loop 
transactions. HP identified issues dealing 
with transaction responses in the following 
Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2044.2064.2086,2088. 

Exceptions: 2024,2029,2032,2033,2035, 
2036.2037.2067.2068. 

Of the 33,358 ED1 order responses received 
during the test, the P-CLEC did not receive 
any responses from w e s t  that contained 
syntactical errors generating a negative 997 
Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the 
P-CLEC's ED1 translator. 
The P-CLEC processed Unbundled Loop 
order and post-order transactions via IMA 
EDI, IMA GUI. and manual facsimile. The P- 
CLEC submitted, as part of these test 
transactions, test cases that included 
planned errors. 

The P-CLEC identified several instances in 
which the error messages that Qwest 
returned on Unbundled Loop transactions 

-1 
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12-5-3 

12-61 

12-6-2 

The PCLEC was able to 
submit valid Unbundled Loop 
order and post-order 
transactions based upon 
publicly available Qwest 
information. 

Qwest provides complete 
responses to CLEC t ine  
SharinglShared Loop order 
and post-order transactions. 

Error messages returned for 
Line Sharing/Shared Loop 
order and post-order 
transactions clearly and 
accurately explain the cause 
and source of the transaction 
error. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

satisfied 

did not clearly explain the mor cause or 
source. HP identified these issues in the 
following Incident Reports. 

Observations: 2060,2072,2074. 

Exceptions: 2030,2031.2032,2033,2034, 
2035,2065,2067,2074,2079,2089. 

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest 
documentation, obtained via the Qwest 
wholesale website and the Qwest Account 
Team, to complete its Unbundled Loop 
transactions. Where Qwest documentation 
differed from the PCLEC’s experience, the P- 
CLEC noted the discrepancy to Qwcst and 
requested a change or clarification. 

The P-CLEC identified issues pertaining to 
Qwcst infomation, with regard to 
Unbundled Loop transaction processing in 
the following Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2009,2076,2087. 

Exceptions: 2028,2029,2030,203 1.2032, 
2033.2034,2035.2036,2037,2040.2042,2043, 
2044,2051,2053,2060,2067,2076,2083. 

The P-CLEC completed order and post-order 
transactions for Line SharinglShared LOOPS 
via IMA ED1 and IMA GUI. 
Qwest generally provided complete 
responses to the PCLEC‘s Lint 
Sharing/Shared Loop transactions. HP 
identified issues dealing with transaction 
responses in the following Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2054,2086. 

Exceptions: 2008,2029,2032.2033.2036. 
2037. 

Of  the 33.358 ED1 order responses received 
during the test, the P-CLEC did not receive 
any responses from Qwest that contained 
syntactical errors generating a negative 997 
Functional Acknowledgment (FA) from the 
PCLEC’s ED1 translator. 
rhe PCLEC processed Line Sharing/Shared 
Loop order and post-order transactions via 
IMA ED1 and IMA GUI. The PCLEC 
eubmitted, as part of these test transactions, 
test cases that included planned errors. 

Jhe PCLEC identified issues pertaininv to 



12-6-3 

12-7-1 

12-7-2 

12-7-3 

The P-CLEC was able to 
submit valid Line 
SharindShared Loop order 
and post-order transactions 
based upon publicly available 
Qwest information. 

Qwest provides complete 
responses to CLEC 
Unbundled Dark Fiber (UDF) 
transactions. 

Error messages returned for 
Unbundled Dark Fiber (VOF) 
transactions clearly and 
accurately explain the cause 
and source of the transaction 
*101: 

The P-CLEC was able to 
submit valid Unbundled Dark 
Fiber (UDF) transactions 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

iatisfied 

iatisfied 

UNE-P and UNEC error messages in the 
following Incident Reports. 
Observation: 206 1. 

Exceptions: 2030,203 1,2032,2033.2034. 
2089. 

The P-CLEC used publicly avaiiable Qwest 
documentation, obtained via the Qwest 
wholesale website and the Qwest Account 
Team, to complete its Line SharinglShared 
Loop transactions. Where Qwest 
documentation differed from the P-CLEC's 
experience, the P-CLEC noted the 
discrepancy to Qwest and requested a 
change or clarification. 
HP identified issues pertaining to Qwest 
information, with regard to Line 
SharinglShared Loop transaction 
processing, in the following Incident 
Reports. 
Exceptions: 2008,2029,2030,203 1,2032, 
2033,2034,2036,2037,2042,2043,2044,2076. 

The P-CLEC ordered UDF h m  Qwest via 
manual facsimile, using the process outlined 
on the Qwest wholesale website. The P- 
CLEC received and analyzed Qwest 
response to these orders. 
Qwest generally provided complete 
responses to the PCLEC's UDF order 
transactions. HP identified issues dealing 
with transaction responses in the following 
Incident Reports. 
Observations: 2052,2075. 

The P-CLEC processed Unbundled Dark 
Fiber orders via manual facsimile. The P- 
CLEC submitted, as part of these test 
transactions, orders that included errors. 
The P-CLEC evaluated the clarity and 
accuracy ofthe error messages and found 
them to be satisfactory. HP did not issue 
any Observations or Exceptions that dealt 
with error messages received for the P- 
CLEC's UDF orders. 

The P-CLEC used publicly available Qwest 
documentation, obtained via the Qwest 
wholesale website and the W e s t  Account 



n 

I 
based upon publicly available I 1 Team, to complete its UDF orders. Where 
Qwest information. Qwest documentation differed from the P- 

CLEC’s experience, tfie PCLEC noted the 
discrepency to Qwest and requested a 
change or clarification, 
HP idem tifitd issues pertaining to Qwest 
information, with regard to UDF order 
processing, in the following Incident 
Reports. 
Observations: 2052.2075. 
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12.7. Test Results: Loop Qualicatioa Process Evaluation (Test 12.7) 

1.0 Description 
1 

The Loop Qualification Process Evaluation was a review of the Digital Subscriber Line (DSL) 
loop qualification processes and procedures developed and employed by Qwest to support both 
retail and wholesale customers. Operational analysis techniques were used to determine if parity 
exists in the design, implementation, and use of Qwest's loop qualification process. 
Additionally, the Loop Qualification Evaluation assessed remediai'' options available for both 
the retail and wholesale processes. 

2.0 Method 

This section summarizes the test execution method. 

2. I Business Process Description 

This section provides an overview of the Qwest retail and wholesale loop qualification processes. 

2.1. 1 

Qwest retail customers are able to d : t d n e  whether or not a loop qualifies for Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL) service by using one of the following methods: 

@vat Retail Loop Qualification Process 

Qwest retail Web site tool (orderdsI.qwest.com); 

Telephone inquiry; and 

4 Email or fax inquiry. 

The retail Web site tool allows Qwest's end-user customers to submit a query by entering their 
existing telephone number (TN) to determine whether the loop dedicated to that TN qualifies for 
DSL service. If the customer receives a positive response, the cust'omer can then request DSL 
service. 

Retail customers can submit requests for DSL service via telephone, email, or fax. In these 
cases, a Qwest retail customer sewice representative perfoms the loop qualification by using the 
QCity/QServ Loop Qualification Tool. 
The QCitylQSerV tool allows the Qwest representative to submit a query using either the 
customer TN or street address. The customer TN is used for most requests. QServ returns a 
positive or negative response:n 

YES - indicates that the customer's loop qualifies for Qwest DSL service at given 
available data transmission speed@), and that an order for DSL service can be submitted. 

Remedial options are those available to a CLEC for instances in which thc loop that it is trying to qualify for Digital Subscriber 
Line (DSL) service does not. Examples include auto qualification capabilities and loop conditioning services for facility-based 
CLECS. 
Prior to December 18,2001, Qsffv i m W  an additional "Not Determined" response. The "Nor Determined" response 
indicated that rhe database did not contain sufficicr~ information for QCity to determine whether or nor the customer qualified 
for service. 

It0 
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NO - indicates that the customer’s loop does not qualifjl for DSL service. A brief 
explanation is provided in the query response (e.g., distance from Central Ofice [COJ is 
too great). 

Qwest retail customers do not have remedial options available to them when the specified loop 
does not support DSL service. For example, Qwest does not provide conditioning servicess3 in 
order to qualif>. customers for DSL service if the specified loop does not support DSL service. 
In such instances, customers are informed that their TNs are not currently eligible for the service. 

2. I .2 

The diagram below illustrates the systems and flow that comprise Qwest’s retail loop 
qualification query process: 

&est Retail Loop Qualification System Description 

Figure 12.7-1: mest Retail Loop Qualification Query Process 

I .  
2. 
24. DIU is trsnsfcmd !?Om QCity to QServ Via Fetch ‘n Snrff(FnS). 
3. 

4. 
5. 
6. 
6A. Data b musfand ffom QSav to QCity via FnS. 
7. 

Rcprrscntatwe accesses QCity Loop Qualification by telephone number (TN); Rcprescn~uve cntm TN. 
QCity scnds telephone number to QScrv. 

QScrv pulls Raw Loop Dam (RLD) to make loop qualification determination from Loop Qualification Data Base 
WW. 
LQDB checks Loop Facilities Assignment & Control System (LFACS) to verify that data is ament. 
LQDB m s  IUD for TN(s). 
QSav uses RLD to dctcnnine loop qualification, and sends loop qualification mits to QCity. 

QCity sends loop qualification results to nprtsentarivc. 

Process Description: The QCity interface submits the query information to QServ. QServ is a 
middieware application that collects raw loop data fkom the LQDB, and uses an algorithm to 
determine whether or not the loop qualifies, based on the technical specifications for Qwest DSL 
service. 

System PerformancdDatabnse Updates: The LFACS database is Qwest7s central repository 
for loop data. It serves as the source database for the loop data in the LQDB, which is updated 
with revised LFACS data on a nightly basis. The two databases are synchronized each month. 
As part of the loop qualification query process, the LQDB also queries a “recent changes’’ field 
in the LFACS database. If this query indicates that the LFACS information has been updated, 

Conditioning services include vol of bridge teps and‘or load coils. 
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the new LFACS information is populated into the LQDB, and is used as the basis for the loop 

2.1.3 @vest Wholesale Loop Qualijkation Process 

CLECs can determine whether a loop qualifies for DSL service by using one of the foliowing 
methods: 

Qwest Interconnect Mediated Access (IMA); 

0 Qwest wholesale Web site tool; 

qualification query. -1 

0 Telephone inquiry to the Interconnect Service Center (ISC); and 
0 Email or fax inquiry to the ISC. 

IMA is the primary tool used by CLECs to perform loop qualifications. The other methods serve 
as backups, in the event that a CLEC experiences difficulty with the IMA tools, described betow. 
Qwest makes several loop qualification tools available through IMA. They include: 

Qwest DSL Qualification Tool - used by resellers to qualifL loops, based on the specific 
technical parameters for Qwest DSL service; 
Asymmetrical Digital Subscriber Line (ADSL) Unbundled Loop Qualificatioli Tool - 
used by facility-based CLECs to qualify loops, based on industry standard technical 
specifications for ADSL service; and 
Raw Loop Data Tool - used to access specific loop makeup characteristics, including 
specific loop modifications, segment characteristics, distance from the CO, and presence 

CLECs use the appropriate IMA tool to qualify a customer loop prior to submitting an order to 
Qwest for DSL service. Raw loop data can be used to examine the specific loop makeup 
characteristics for a discrete TN or address. fn addition to using the Raw Loop Data Tool, 
CLECs can download bulk raw loop data in comma-delimited format, from Qwest’s Web site, 
for use in their own loop qualification applications. 

of Ioad coils or bridge taps. 4 

The Qwest DSL and ADSL Unbundled Loop Qualification tools allow CLECs to submit queries 
by either TN or address. The IMA response for both tools indicates whether or not the specified 
loop qualifies for DSL service, and provides a brief description of the loop make-up 
characteristics. 

The Qwest DSL tool provides the same response as the QCity tool described above: “yes” or 
‘‘no.” The result is based on the same data and algorithms that are used in the retail loop 
qualification process (see Section 2.1.4 below for further detail). 

Resellers of Qwest DSL service who receive a “no” response can request an auto qualification 
f a w e  through IMA. This tool allows CLECs to establish an automatic query that periodically 
checks a loop to detennine if its qualification status has changed. If a loop becomes eligible at a 
later date, the CLEC is notified via mail. As is the case with the retail process, Qwest does not 

DSL service conditioning services in order to qualify customers for 
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Facility-based CLECs who order unbundled loop products do have the remedial option (in 
addition to the auto qualification feature) of ordering loop-conditioning services from w e s t  in 
order to qualify customers for DSL service. Examples of such options include the removal of 
load coils and bridge taps from a specified loop. 

Qwest provides support to CLECs through its ISCs. Resellers receive support from the Complex 
Resale ISC in Minneapolis, MN. Facility-based DSL providers receive support from the 
Unbundled Loop ISC in Duiuth, MN. These ISCs are staffed by Service Delivery Coordinators 
(SDCs), who are trained to process orders for DSL-related products and services. Resale SDCs 
perform loop qualifications on DSL orders using the Qwest DSL Qualification Tool, which 
returns loop results in the same manner (“yes” or “no”) as the tools used by CLECs. The Qwest 
DSL Qualification Tool is the same tool used by Qwest retail representatives. 

2. I. 4 

The diagram below illustrates the systems and flow that comprise the CLEC loop qualification 
query processes: 

f-- 

Qwest wholesale Loop QuaIifcation System Description 

A i 4 3  - Batch Raw L m p  Dam: Raw loop data is updated nightly to the CIS saver. CUCo can access this data via the 
I west Web site using a digital certificate. 

Figure 12.7-2: uliolcsae Loop Qnalfication System Process 

B 1-BS - M A  Raw Loop Data: Raw loop data for individual TNs is accessed via [MA. Data is drawn &om the LQDB. 
LQDB queries a field in the WACS database to determine whether any recent updates have been made to the database. 
results an mumed to the CLEC via the M A  interface. 
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CI 4 7  - IMA Raw Loop Daw: Raw loop data address queries arc validated in PREMIS. n e  quay is then submitted to the 
LQDB, and Raw Loop Data results an renamed to tbe CLEC via the IMA 

D LD7 - Qwut DSL @ d e )  Loop Q u l C c i i t h :  Queries are submined via JMA to QSem. Qsmf collects loop data h r n  
the LQDB and executes the algorithms to determine whether the specified loop qualifies based on thc technical parameters for 
Qwcst DSL service?’ 

EbE9 - Qwest DSL (Resale) Loop Qualification: Queries based on customer address follow the same process as the Rczalc 
telephone number query @I - 07) above. except that the query first validates the given address in PREMIS. 

-1 

I 
System Per@rmance/Database Updates: The LFACS and LQDB databases are the same 
databases used for retail loop qualification. The update procedures described in Section 2.1.2 
also apply to this section. 

The flow for the Unbundled ADSL Loop QuaIification process is depicted below. The ADSL 
Loop Qualification Tool is used prior to submitting a Local Service Request (LSR) for an 
Unbundled Local Loop. This toot enables the CLEC to verifL the type of facility and the loop 
make-up of the Unbundled Local Loop prior to order submission. 

Figure 12.7-3: Unbanded ADSL Loop Qual@&n Process e-7 PREMIS 
Address Validation $;IK Upto24TNs 

~ 

fl LFACS 

1. 
th IMA accesses PREMIS to validate addresses or working TNo; PREMIS nnuns results. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

CLEC accesscs IMA for loop qualificatbn by TN; CLEC enters TN. 

IMA sends TN to Facility Check. 
Facility Check queries LFACS to verify that data is cumt. 

LFACS returns data to Facitity Check for loop qualification determination. 
Facility Check sends loop qualification result io IMA. 
IMA sends loop qualification nsult to CLEC. 

I 

FnSDA is an acronym fbr Fetch ‘n Stuff/ Data Arbitor ’’ FnS/SiA is an acronym for Fetch ‘n Stuff I Safe Information Access 
I24 
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CLECs submit queries via M A .  Address-based queries determine the validated addresses or 
working T N s  in PREMIS. PREMiS is the system used by IMA GUI, IMA EDI, and other 
applications as a source of address validation information. It is used by Qwest retail and 
wholesale operations. TN data is submitted to Facility Check. Facility Check draws loop make- 
up characteristics from the LFACS database, and perfoms algorithms to determine whether the 
loop will suppofi DSL service. Results are then returned to the CLEC via IMA. 

)4 

Loop Qualication 
Pre-Order Query 
Process 

Assemble Pre-Order 
RCSpOnSe 

f4 

2.2 Scenarios 

Scenarios were not applicable to this test. 

2.3 Test Targets & Measures 

The test targets were the loop qualification processes and procedures used by Qwest to support 
both retail and wholesale customers. Processes, sub-processes, and evaluation measures are 
summarized in the following table. 

Table 12.7-1: Test Taqet Cross-Reference 

Pre-Ordcr Receipt and 
~ g g i n l 3  

Delivery of E m r  
Messages and Queries 

f ProccsS I ' sub-Protea , 

12.7-1-6, 12.7-1-8 I 

I 12.7-1-2 - 12.7-1-4 

I Delivery of Response 

Escalation Process User-initiated Escalation 

I 
Process Management I General Management 

Capacity Management 

I practices 

Performance 
Measurement Process 

Capacity Management 
Processes and 
Procedures 

. . Evalm8tfon Measure 

~ wholesale and retail 
Consistency between 

processes 

Consistency between 
wholesale and retail 
processes 

Consistency between 
wholesale and retail 
processes 

Consistency between 
wholesale cmd retait 
processes 

Consistency between 
wholesale and retail 
pro- 

Consistency between 
wholesale and retail 
proccssts 

Consistency between 
wholesale and retaif 
processes 

ata collection for this ev 
processes and procedure 

12.7-1-3.12.7-1-5, 1 

iluation. The evatuation 
, management practices, 

erviews and observations were held with Competitive 'Local 



Exchange Carriers (CLECs) to evaluate their collective experiences. KPMG Consulting used 

CLEC) during execution of Test 12, Evaluation of POP Functionality and Performance Versus 
Parity Standards and Benchmarks. In addition, KPMG Consulting conducted interviews and on- 
site observations with Qwest staff responsible for loop qualification processing. 

4 findings from Hewlett-Packard Consulting (HPC), which held the role of pseudo-CLEC (P- P 

.2.5 Analysis Methods ’. 

Information gathered during on-site visits, through data requests, and from HPC’s P-CLEC 
experience was evaluated against criteria defined by KPMG Consulting during the planning 
phase of the test. One component of this evaluation compared Qwest personnel, processes, and 
systems used for wholesale loop qualification to those employed for retail loop qualification, in 
order to determine whether or not consistencies exist. Another component evaluated data 
gathered to determine if essential elements of Qwest’s processes and systems are present, and 
whether or not dEfmed process steps are followed. +Q . 

3.0 Results Summary 
This section identifies the discrete evaluation criteria and test results. 

3.1 Results & Analysis 

The results of this test are presented in the table below. Defrnitions of evaluation criteria, 
possible results, and Exceptions are provided in Section II. 

Table 12.7-2: Evaiuation Criteria and Resrrlts 

The end-user information that 
is required prior to the 
submission of a loop 
qualification is the same for 
wholesale and retail orders. 

Satisfied End-user information that i s  required prior 
to the submission of  a loop qualification is 
the same for wholesale and retail orders. 
Both retail and wholesale loop 
qualifications can be performed using tither 
an end-user telephone number (TN) or 
street address. 
KPMG Consulting confirmed these 
submission requirements during interviews 
and observations with CLEC subject matter 
experts (SMEs) who are responsible for 
qualifying loops. 
Rquiremnts are documented and made 
available to CLE Cs and Qwest personnel. 
CLEC information is available on the 
Qwest Web site at ~m://www.awest.coml 
whoIesaie/ima/gui/document.hrml, and in 
the iM4 Loop Qualijrcation and Raw Loop 
Data Job Aid. Loop qualification 
information for Qwest retail customers is 
available at: hnps://o~eKfsl.qwest,co~ 
wder/welcome.asp. 
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Test Crow- 
Reference 

12.7-1 -2 

12.7- 1-3 

Evaluation Criteris 

The loop qualification query 
process is consistent for retail 
and wholesale customem 

Processts and procedures are 
defined for addressing errors 
regarding loop qualifications 
m the retail and whoksale 
environments. 

satisfied 

Satisfied 

b 

KPMG Consulting also observed the loop 
qualification process in the Qwest retail and 
wholesale work a n t a s  in order to confirm 
that thesc activities were accurately and 
consistently practiced, as defined and 
documented above. 
The loop qualification query process is 
consistent for mail and wholesale 
customers. 
Qwest retail customers can determine 
whether they quali& for DSL service 
through one of the following means: 

Telephone inquiry; 
Qwest Web site query, and 
Email or fax inquiry. 

Qwest wholesale customers use various 
loop qualification tools, via IMA, to obtain 
comparable information for their end-user 
customers. Wholesale customers can also 
obtain loop quaIification information fiom 
w e s t ' s  ISCs via the same means listed 
above. 
Qwest retail processes are documented on 
the retail Web site at hms:/lorderdsl.qwest 
.com/order/welcome.asp. Qwest wholesale 
processes arc documented on the wholesale 
Web Site at httohww.awci$com/ 
wholesaldima/gui/document.html. Qwest 
wholesale SDCs have access to additional 
proccsp documentation via InfoBuddy, a 
w e s t  internal, online job aid. 
During obmtions  of Qwest retail and 
wholesale work center representatives, 
KPMG Consulting c o n f d  that the loop 
qualification process activities wecc 
accuratcfy and consistently practiced, as 
defined and documented above. KPMG 
Consulting also observed CLEC 
representatives submitting loop 
qualification queries using the processes 
documented above. 
Processes and procedures arc defined for 
addressing mors regarding loop 
qualifications in the rerail and wholesale 
environments. 
If a CLEC receives a questionable "no" 
response from a loop qualification qwry to 
the Qwest DSL or ADSL Unbundled Loop 
Tool. it may check loop make-up 
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Test Cross- 
Reference 

12.7-14 

12.7-1 -5 

Evaluation Criteria 

The internal process flow 
used for loop qualification is 
consistent for retail and 
wholgsale customers. 

Qwest contact information is 
readiiy available for retail and 
wholes& customers. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

information using the Raw Loop Data Tool. 
A retail customer who receives a “n 0” 
response when inquiring about DSL 
availability is informed that the relevant TN 
is not currently eligible for the service. 
KPMG Consulting observations of 
rcprcsentativcs in the Qwest retail and 
wholesale work centers confirmed that 
these activities were accurately and 
consistently practiced, as defined and 
documented. KPMG Consulting also 
observed CLECs using the procedures 
defined for addressing errors regarding loop 
qualifications. 
Qwest’s internal process flow used for loop 
qualification is consistent for retail and 
wholesale customers. 
During interviews with CLEC SMEs, 
KPMG Consulting confirmed that the 
internal process flow used for wholesale 
loop qualifications is consistent with 
defined and documented Qwcst processes. 
Requirements are documented and made 
available to CLECs and Qwest personnel. 
CLEC information is available on the 
%est Web site at https://onierdsl.qwest 
com/order/welcome.asp, and in Qwest’s 
document, IMA Loop Quolificottion and 
Raw Loop Data CLEC Job Aid. 
During initial testing, KPMG Consulting 
identified apparent discrepancies with 
Qwest’s backcnd systems that provide 
loop qualification rwults. KPMG 
Cmsutting issued Exception 3038. 
After completing additional interviews and 
document analysis, KPMG Consulting 
determined that iaternal process flows am 
consistent for both retail and wholesale 
operations, g d  that back-end systems, 
following a system change- by Qwest, 
provide consistent results for both 
wholesale and retail queries. 
Sae Exception 3038 for additional 
information on this issue. Exception 3038 
is closed 
Qwest contact information is readily 
available for retail and wholesale 
customers. 
interviews with CLEC SMEs verified that 
Qwest contact information is available on 

-1 
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n 
Test Crose 
Refwenee 

12.7-1-6 

12.7-1-7 

The customer receives 
confmation of the 
completion of a loop 
qualification, or can access 
the status of loop 
qualifications. 

Systems and processes are in 
place to allow wholesale and 
retail loop qualification 
queries to be performed using 
the customer address. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

provided to CLECs by Qwest account 
managers. KPMG Consulting confinned 
the availability of contact information with 
SMEs at CLECs. 
Documentation that describes the various 
Qwest departments and related SMEs is 
available to CLECs at hms:/lwww.awest 
.codwholesaid, and in the Qwest 
document, Frequently Called Num bers - 
ISC - Wholerole. 
KPMG Consulting verified the availability 
of this contact information during 
obsemations at both the Qwest wholesale 
and retail work centers. KPMG Consulting 
also observed SDCs providing contact 
information to end-users and CLECs. 
KPMG Consulting also observed CLECs 
accessing Qwest contact information on the 
Web site identified above. 
The customer receives confirmation of the 
completion of a loop quaiification, or can 
access the status of loop qualifications. 
CLECs and retail end-users receive 
:ompletion confmations via the same 
vehicle through which they query. That is, 
if submitted in IMA, the CLEC Will receive 
mnfirmation via IMA. 
During observations with CLEC SMEs who 
we responsible for receiving c o n f d o n  
3 f  loop qualification quay  completion. 
KPMG Consulting observed receipt of such 
mnfirmations. 
KPMG Consulting also observed receipt of 
loop qualification confirmations in the 
Qwest retail and wholesale work centers, to 
:onfirm that these activities were accuratal) 
md consistently practiced. 
Systems and processes are in place to allow 
Nhotesale and retail loop qualification 
~uaies to be performed using the customer 
rddress. 
i’he database used to qualify loops is the 
w m  for both the whoksllle and retail 
qpizations. All tools (the Qwest DSL 
Tool, the ADSL Unbundled Loop Tool, and 
he Raw Loop Data Tool for whofesale and 
he QCity/QServ Too! for retail) may be 
lsed to conduct loop qualifications based 
M the customer address. 
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Test Cross- 
Reference 

12.7-1-8 

12.7- 1-9 

Loop qualification response 
types that are provided arc 
consistent between retail and 
wholesale customers. 

The escalation process for 
loop qualifications is 
consistent for retail and 
wholesale customers. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

During on-site visits with CLECs, KPMG 
Consulting observed bop qualification 
queries being performed using the customer 
address. 
KPMG Consulting also observed loop 
qualification queries being p e r f o r m e d  with 
customer addresses in the Qwest retail and 
wholesale work centers, and confirmed that 
these activities w m  accurately and 
consistently practiced, as defined and 
documented above.% 
Loop qualification response types that are 
provided are consistent between retail and 
wholesale customers. ~ 

Loop qualification queries, by both retail 
and wholesale customers, result in one of 
the following response types: 
e Yes;or 

No. 
Interviews with both CLEC SMEs and 
w e s t  representatives verified that loop 
qualification response types that are 
provided are consistent between retail and 
wholesale customers. 
KPMG Consulting observations at Qwest 
retail and wholesale centers, and CLEC 
centers vaified that personnel receive the 
same qualification response types. 
Identical query types for loop qualification 
resulted in the same response types. 

The escalation process for loop 
qualifications is consistent fix retail and 
wholesale customers. 
For loop qualification queries for which the 
qualification tools return a “no” response, 
CLECs can request an auto qualification 
feature, which periodically checks a loop to 
determine whetha its qualification status 
has changed. In addition, facility-based 
CLECs may request loop conditioning 
services. 
In addition to the specific loop qualification 

’’ huing the execution of Test 12, Evaluation of W P  Functionality and Perfonnance versus Parity and Standards and 
Benchmark Hewlat-Packard Consulting (HPC) identified an issue with Raw Loop Data Qwry prc-order functionality; set. 
HPC’s Exception 2063 fol additional mfomtion. The specific discrepancy identified in E2063 is not dressed in the Test 
12.7 Test Report bwuae thc issue in question ha0 no comparable Retail equivalent. HPC Exception 2063 is closed. WPC 
subsequently issued Observation 2078 to monitor the a&ve issue. Following retesting, ’on 2078 is closed. -- Moy 28,2002 
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12.7- 1-1 0 The capacity management 
process for kmp qualification 
is consistent for retail and 
wholesale customers. 

Satisfied 

Satisfied 

remediai option escalations, the general 
escalation process is documented and made 
available to CLE Cs and Qwest personnel. 
CLEC information is available on the 
west Web site at httn:/lwww.awest. 
c~wholesaldcltcdexescover.html. 
Additional escalation process descriptive 
information is available in the Qwest 
documents, Escalation Management 
Process for Design Services Bulletin 
Number PB97028-5 and Service Delivery 
Escaiation&tatus Process. 
KPMG Consulting interviews with CLEC 
SMEs who are responsible for escalating 
orders confirmed that the Qwest escalation 
process, as defioed and documented, is 
consistently practiced. At visits to m e s t  
work centers, KPMG Consulting also 
observed direct use of the escalation 
process. 
Qwest's capacity management process for 
loop qualification is equivalent for retail 
and wholesale customers. 
West's process for loop qualification 
capacity management is encompassed 
within its overall work center capacity 
management process. 
Qwest work Center order volume is frac ked, 
and is used to forecast future work 
volumes. Qwest uses this i n f b d o o  to 
schedule resources for the retail and 
wholesale centers. 
Load and Resource Managers (LRM) are 
responsible for managing and monitoring 
order and/or call volumes, staffing levels, 
product trends, and capacity utikahon. 
LRMs regularly compile various nports: 
actual vs. projected voiumes, in today/out 
today, and Automatic Call Distributor 
(ACD) logs. 
Qwest's capacity management procedures 
are documented and made available to 
CtECs and Qwest personnet. CLEC 
information is available on the Qwest Web 
site at h!Xn://www.awc&com/whoksde 
/guidedfwdng.ht  ml. 
Qwest's performance measurement 
processes for loop qualification are 
consistent for retail and wholesale 
operations. 

Published by KPMG Consulting, Inc -CONFIDENTIAL 
oversight Gmmittee, Hewlef:-Packwd Comu&g, ond MTG use ody 
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operations. 
I report on the timeliness of loop 

qualification query responses. Qwest uses 
"time in" and "time out" as measurement 
indicators of system timeliness. 
For the Raw Loop Data Tool, the 
measurement is divided into two 
measurements: Retrieve Re quest Screen 
and Rccdve Response. The west DSL 
Tool measurement begins with the Qwest 
DSL Facility Request and ends with'the 
h p  Qualification Response. 
For the ADSL Tool, then are three types o 
loop qualification transactions measured: a 
request for one line by address, a rquest 
for one line by TEI. and a quest for 25 
lines by address. The address request 
measures the ADSL Request Screen and 
ADSL Response Screen. Thc request by 
TN and the ADSL Loop Qualifidon for 
25 lies measures the Loop Qualification 
Request window appearing in IMA and the 
Loop Qualification Response window 

The ptrformance measurement process is 
consistent for wholesale and retail 
organizations at Qwt. Both organization! 
use the process of monitoring "time in" and 
"time out" to measure performance. 
The whobsale and retail center managers 
are responsible for the perfonnann 
measurement process. Actual data and 
benchmarks for Q west DSL and ADSL 
loop qualification are available on the 
Qwea Web site at 
http-J/www.qwest.co~wholesale/rrsul~ n 
dex.btml. Performance measurement data 
for the Raw Loop Data Tool is available in 
the Qwest document Performance 
Measurement Criteria for R W  Tool 
version 1.00. 

interviews with both CLEC SMEs and 
W e s t  system SMEs verified that processes 
for performance measurement of loop 
qualification systems operate as defined 
and documented. 

a p p d g .  
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